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1A bst r act
Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s (d. 373/984) Nawāzil represents nearly two centuries 
of formal rulings (fatwās) up to his time from the jurists of the Ḥanafī school who 
succeeded Muḥammad al-Shaybānī (d. 189/805). His work is the first to be compiled 
in the nawāzil and fatwās genre, and this study shows that it has been cited in nearly 
every major Ḥanafī fiqh work after him. Based on four of the earliest manuscripts 
available, this research provides for the first time a critical edition of the first part 
(Introduction to the end of Kitāb al-Nikāḥ) of this important and pioneering text. It 
also discusses his sources, his position and influence in the Ḥanafī school based on a 
case study of several later texts, an analysis of the nawāzil genre, the value of nawāzil 
literature in contemporary times vis-à-vis minority fiqh, a review of his other writings 
and an attempt at a detailed biographical sketch of the author from the scanty details 
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5Pa rt On e  
Int roductor y Study
I n t roduct ion
Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī (d. 373/984) is considered one of the great scholars of the Ḥanafī 
school. Aside from his mastery as a jurist, he was an exegete of the Qur’ān and a theologian with 
a literary legacy bequeathed to these subjects. He is known among the Muslim laity for his works 
on exhortation and counsel toward piety and asceticism, namely Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn and Bustān 
al-Wāʿiẓīn, and among scholarship for his contributions to Ḥanafī jurisprudence through a 
number of works. His works on jurisprudence outnumber those on other subjects, and many of 
them are celebrated for their originality. The first book to be compiled on the fatwās of later jurists 
regarding issues that had not been dealt with in the source texts of the Ḥanafī school is reported 
to be his Nawāzil.1 Samarqandī compiled a large selection of rulings extrapolated by the Ḥanafī 
jurists of the two centuries between him and Imām Muḥammad al-Shaybānī (d. 189/805) and 
added to it his own inferences and comments.
Fiqh works of his such as the Nawāzil, ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, Khizānat 
al-Fiqh, Muqaddima fi ’l-Ṣalāt, Nukat al-Waṣāyā and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr are often quoted 
by many of the later Ḥanafī jurists, which indicates their acceptance as a reliable source for rulings 
within the school.2 His Qur’ānic exegesis spans three large volumes and his works on asceticism 
and good conduct have inspired multitudes of people and continue to be published till today.3
E x ist i ng Wor k on Sa m a rqa n dī
The primary biographical sources available to us do not reveal much about Samarqandī’s life. 
The earliest account we have on him is from the Faḍā’il Balkh of Wāʿiẓ Balkhī (d. 610/1214 or 
thereafter) which probably has the most coverage on him, but it is a general sketch of his life along 
with a few incidents about him covering no more than a few pages.4 The early Ḥanafī ṭabaqāt 
1 See Muḥammad Amīn Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, Karachi: Qadīmī Kutub Khānā, n.d., p. 10.
2 See for example, Zaylaʿī (d. 743/1342), Tabyīn al-Ḥaqā’iq Sarḥ Kanz al-Daqā’iq, Cairo: Al-Maṭbaʿa al-Kubrā 
al-Amīriyya Būlāq, 1st Ed. (1313/1895), 13:457, 16:52; Muḥammad Amīn ibn ʿĀbidīn al-Shāmī (d. 1252/1836), Radd 
al-Muḥtār ʿala ’l-Durr al-Mukhtār, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2nd Ed. (1412/1998), 1:141, 472, 2:251; and Kamāl 
al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn ʿ Abd al-Wāḥid al-Sīwāsī Ibn al-Humām (d. 861/1457), Fatḥ al-Qadīr li ’l-ʿĀjiz al-Faqīr, Beirut: 
Dār al-Fikr, n.d., 11:216, 16:96. These scholars, along with others like Ibn Nujaym (d. 970/1563) in his Baḥr al-Rā’iq 
Sharḥ Kanz al-Daqā’iq and Al-Ashbāh wa ’l-Naẓā’ir, Ḥaddādī (d. around 800/1398) in Al-Jawharat al-Nayyira, Burhān 
al-Dīn Maḥmūd al-Bukhārī (d. 616/1219) in Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, Kāsānī (d. 807/1405) in Badā’iʿ al-Ṣanā’iʿ fī Tartīb 
al-Sharāʿiʿ, Shurunbulālī (d. 1069/1659) in his Marāqī ’l-Falāḥ, and Ṭaḥṭāwī (d. 1231/1816) in his Ḥāshiya on it, have 
quoted repeatedly from Samarqandī but without always mentioning the exact work. This is explored further in chapter 4.
3 We discuss his writings in chapter 2.
4 See Faḍā’il Balkh (Arabic by Shaykh al-Islām Ṣafī al-Milla wa ’l-Dīn Abū Bakr ʿ Abdullāh ibn ʿ Umar ibn Muḥam-
mad ibn Dāwūd Wāʿiẓ Balkhī, Persian translation by ʿAbdullāh Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Ḥusayn Ḥusaynī 
6work, Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya of Qurashī (d. 775/1375), offers a few lines on him, as does Dhahabī 
(d. 748/1347) in his various works.1 As many of the subsequent works do not contain the details 
found in Balkhī’s Faḍā’il it appears that it was not one of their sources.2 Kafawī (d. 990/1582) 
gives him a lengthy treatment but it consists mainly of juridical excerpts from his writings and 
not much more biographical data than what is found in the two.3 Jehlamī (d. 1334/1916) is the 
only one who has a coverage similar to Balkhī’s but with differences that indicate that he may have 
had a different source.4 Ḥājī Khalīfa (d. 1067/1657) and Ismāʿīl Pasha al-Baghdādī (d. 1339/1920) 
index many of Samarqandī’s writings but are sparse when it comes to biographical information.5 
In short, more is known about Samarqandī’s works than about his personal life and scholarship.
Balkhī, edited and annotated by ʿAbd al-Ḥayy Ḥabībī), Tehran: Bonyād-i Farhang-i Īrān, (1350/1971), pp. 311–316. 
Wāʿiẓ Balkhī is reported to have been ten years old in 523/1129 (see Ḥabībī’s introduction, p. 1), which would mean 
he was born as early as 513/1120. He then travelled to Transoxiana in 588/1192 (p. 2) and wrote his book in Ramaḍān 
610/1214 in the city of Balkh (p. 1). His exact year of death is unknown (p. 2), but if he wrote the book in 610/1214 he 
was probably ninety-seven at the time and must have died soon after. The translation into Persian was undertaken in 
Dhū ’l-Qaʿda 676/1278 upon the encouragement of the governor of Balkh at the time. Not much else is known about 
the translator (see p. 3).
1 Qurashī, Tahdhīb al-Asmā’ al-Wāqiʿa fī ’l-Hidāya wa ’l-Khulāṣa, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. 
(1419/1998), pp. 188–9; his Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya fī Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanafiyya, ed. ʿ Abd al-Fattāḥ al-Ḥulw, Giza: Hajar, 2nd 
Ed. (1413/1993) and Karachi: Mīr Muḥammad Kutub Khānā, n.d., 3:544–5; Dhahabī, Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’, Amman: 
Bayt al-Afkār al-Duwaliyya (2004), 3:4024; Cairo: Dār al-Ḥadīth (1427/2006), 12:333; Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 
3rd Ed. (1405/1985), 16:322; Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1419/1998), 3:971; Tārīkh 
al-Islām wa Wafayāt al-Mashāhīr wa ’l-Aʿlām, ed. ʿUmar ʿAbd al-Salām al-Tadmurī, Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al-ʿArabī, 1st 
Ed. (1413/1993), 26:583, Cairo: Maktaba Tawfīqiyya, n.d., 26:433, ed. Bashshār ʿAwwād Maʿrūf, Beirut: Dār al-Gharb 
al-Islāmī, 1st Ed. (2003), 8:420.
2 See Tamīmī, Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, MS Koprulu 1113, fol. 352; Qāsim Ibn Quṭlūbugā’s Tāj al-Tarājim fī Ṭabaqāt 
al-Ḥanafiyya, Baghdād: Maṭbaʿat al-ʿĀnī (1962), p. 79, Tāj al-Tarājim fī Man Ṣannafa min al-Ḥanafiyya, ed. Ibrāhīm 
Ṣāliḥ, Damascus: Dār al-Ma’mūn li ’l-Turāth, 1st Ed. (1412/1992), pp. 275–6; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, ʿ Alā’ al-Dīn ʿ Alī ibn Amrillāh 
al-Ḥumaydī (Qanālīzādeh), Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥanafiyya, Iraq: Dīwān al-Waqf al-Sunnī, Markaz al-Buḥūth wa ’l-Dirāsāt 
al-Islāmiyya, 1st Ed. (1426/2005), 2:70; ʿ Abd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī, Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya fī Tarājim al-Ḥanafiyya maʿa 
al-Taʿlīqāt al-Saniyya, Al-Maṭbaʿa al-Muṣṭafā’ī, (1293/1876), p. 92, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa (1324/1906), p. 220, Beirut: 
Dār al-Arqam, 1st Ed. (1418/1998), p. 362 (although some details are missing from the latter two); Mullā ʿAlī al-Qārī, 
Al-Athmār al-Janiyya fī Asmā’ al-Ḥanafiyya, Iraq: Dīwān al-Waqf al-Sunnī, Markaz al-Buḥūth wa ’l-Dirāsāt al-Islāmiyya, 
1st Ed. (1430/2009), 2:669; Khayr al-Dīn al- Ziriklī, Al-Aʿlām: Qāmūs Tarājim li Ashhar al-Rijāl wa ’l-Nisā’ min al-ʿArab 
wa ’l-Mustaʿrabīn wa ’l-Mustashriqīn, 8 vols. 15th Ed., Beirut: Dār al-ʿIlm li ’l-Malāyīn (2002), 8:27; Kaḥḥāla, Muʿjam 
al-Mu’allifīn, Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 1st Ed. (1413/1993), 4:24. See also Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad al-Adnarwī, Ṭab-
aqāt al-Mufassirīn, Madīna: Maktabat al-ʿUlūm wa ’l-Ḥikam, 1st Ed. (1417/1997), p. 91; Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn Khalīl ibn Aybak 
al-Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī bi ’l-Wafayāt, Beirut: Dār Iḥyā al-Turāth al-ʿArabī (1420/2000), 27:54; Maḥmūd ibn Amīr Valī (17th 
cent), Bakhsh-i Balkh: Tārkīh-i Baḥr al-Asrār fī Manāqib al-Akhyār (History of Balkh, Afghanistan, frorm ancient times 
to the mid-17th), Kābul: Akādemī ʿUlūm-i Afghānistān, (1360/1981), p. 125; Najm al-Dīn Abū ’l-Maḥāmid’ Yūsuf ibn 
Aḥmad al-Ḥāsaftī, Tarjama Mashā’ikh al-Ḥanafiyya al-Madhkūrīn fī ’l-Kutub al-Muṣannafa (in Nāhī’s introduction 
to Samarqandī’s Khizānat al-Fiqh), p. 73 (we have been unable to find anything more on this author). There is no 
entry on Samarqandī or his teacher Hinduwānī in Muḥammad Ṣāliḥ Warsajī’s Haftād Mashā’ikh-i Balkh, [Kabul:] 
Nasharāt-i Idārah-i ʿĀlī-i Awqāf, Dawlatī Maṭbaʿa (1350/1931), even though the latter is mentioned in the entry on 
Abū Bakr al-Iskāf as his student (see p. 33).
3 See Maḥmūd Kafawī, Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār min Fuqahā’ Madhhab al-Nuʿmān, MS Samson 1061, fols. 115–7.
4 However, he does not provide his sources. See Faqīr Muḥammad Jehlamī, Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya (Urdu), Lahore: 
Maktaba Ḥasan Suhayl Ltd. 4th Ed. n.d., pp. 206–207.
5 Ḥājī Khalīfa, Kashf al-Ẓunūn ʿ an Asāmī ’l-Kutub wa ’l-Funūn, Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī (reprint), n.d., 1:243, 
334, 441, 487, 441, 563, 568, 668, 703, 2:1187, 1580, 1220, 1231, 1300, 1634, 1638, 1795, 1812, 1980; and Ismāʿīl Pasha 
al-Baghdādī, Īḍāḥ al-Maknūn fī ’l-Dhayl ʿalā Kashf al-Ẓunūn ʿan Asāmī wa ’l-Funūn, Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī 
(reprint), n.d., 1:474; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn: Asmā’ al-Mu’allifīn wa Āthār al-Muṣannifīn, Beirut: Dār Iḥyā al-Turāt al-ʿArabī 
(reprint), n.d., 2:490. Similar is the case with, Sezgin, Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, a translation of GAS, [Riyāḍ]: Idārat 
al-Thaqāfa wa ’l-Nashr bi ’l-Jāmiʿa Imām Muḥammad ibn Ṣaʿūd al-Islāmiyya (1403/1983), Vol. 1, Part 3, pp. 104–114; 
Brockelman, Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, a translation of GAL by ʿAbd al-Ḥalīm al-Najjār, Cairo: Dār al-Maʿārif, 3rd 
Ed., 4:44–50. See also, Riyāḍīzādeh, Asmā’ al-Kutub, Damascus: Dār al-Fikr, 3rd Ed. (1403/1983), pp. 82, 230; Ṭāsh 
Kubrīzādeh’s Miftāḥ al-Saʿāda wa Miṣbāḥ al-Siyāda fī Mawḍūʿāt al-ʿUlūm, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. 
(1405/1985), 2:251.
7There have been a number of recent attempts at reconstructing a more detailed profile of his life 
and scholarship. The editor of his Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Mubārak al-Faraj, 
discusses this work in some detail and his other works briefly, and attempts at a modest biogra-
phy.1 The editor of Samarqandī’s ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il and Khizānat al-Fiqh, Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī (d. 
1433/2011), discusses these works and gives some coverage to his other works too.2 His coverage of 
Samarqandī’s life is more detailed but is disparate. Although he provides some degree of analysis 
in his work, it could have been more cohesive. ʿAbd al-Raḥīm al-Zaqqa, editor of Samarqandī’s 
Tafsīr, provides a much more cohesive and detailed coverage of Samarqandī’s life and teachers, 
as well as the geopolitical situation of his time, followed by an analysis of many of his works. An 
in-depth discussion follows on Samarqandī’s methodology in Qur’ānic exegesis and the science 
of exegesis itself.3 His work is impressive and probably the most detailed to date. But there is 
insufficient discussion on Samarqandī jurisprudence, level in ijtihād, his teachers, students and 
his juridical sources. My work fills this gap by providing detailed analysis of his juridical works, 
his sources in the Nawāzil, an in-depth study of his teachers in jurisprudence and a study of his 
methodology in his Nawāzil to determine his level in ijtihād. In English, there are entries on him 
in the EI and Encyclopaedia Iranica4 which focus more on his works and their derivatives rather 
than on the author’s personal life. A more recent entry in the Encyclopaedia Islamica is slightly more 
detailed both in the reconstruction of his personal and student life and of his works.5 However, 
there is still need for a more in-depth analysis of his academic life, his teachers and students and 
more specifically his juridical contributions. Such, along with an analysis of his juridical position 
and a determination of his status among the various typologies of Ḥanafī jurists that have been 
proposed, is the purport of this study. 
There is much work done on the institution of fatwā in general, its development in the different 
schools of jurisprudence, its impact on Islamic jurisprudence as a whole, the role of the muftī, a 
muftī’s qualifications, and the etiquette of issuing fatwās.6 However, despite Samarqandī’s Nawāzil 
1 See ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Mubārak al-Faraj’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, Riyadh: Mak-
tabat al-Rushd (1426/2005), 1:19–38.
2 See Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī’s introduction to Khizānat al-Fiqh, Baghdad: Sharikat al-Ṭibāʿa wa ’l-Nashr al-Ahliyya 
(1965/1385), pp. 7–62.
3 See ʿAbd al-Raḥīm Aḥmad al-Zaqqa’s introduction to Samarqandī, Tafsīr al-Qur’ān al-Karīm “Baḥr al-ʿUlūm,” 
Baghdad: Maṭbaʿat al-Irshād, 1st Ed. (1405/1985), pp. 11–94.
4 J. Schacht, “Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī, Naṣr b. Muḥ. b. Aḥmad b. Ibrāhīm,” EI2, Brill, 2010; J. Van Ess, “Abu 
’l-Layth Naṣr B. Moḥammad B. Aḥmad Samarqandī,” Encyclopaedia Iranica (Online Edition http://www.iranica. 
com/newsite).
5 Ahmad Pakatchi and Azar Rabbani, “Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī,” Encyclopaedia Islamica, Brill Online, 2012 
(accessed: 10 August 2012). Mohammad Haron, who produced editions of Samarqandī’s ʿAqīda and Al-Muqaddima 
fī ’l-Ṣalāt, also briefly discusses his life and works. See Mohammad Haron, “Abū ’l-Layth Al-Samarqandī’s Life and 
Works with Special Reference to his ‘Al-Muqaddimah,’” Islamic Studies, Vol. 33, No. 2/3, Special Issue on Central Asia 
(Summer-Autumn 1994), pp. 319–340; “A Portrait of the Arabic Script at the Cape,” Sudanic Africa, Vol. 14 (2003), 
Centre for Middle Eastern Studies (University of Bergen), pp. 33–54; “Cape Town-Samarqand Connection: Revisiting 
a 10th Century Theological Text, The Arabist: Budapest Studies in Arabic, xxi-xxii (1999), pp. 73–88.
6 Hallaq’s article deals with the influence of fatwās on furū’ works. See Wael B. Hallaq’s “From Fatwas To Furu’: 
Growth And Change In Islamic Substantive Law” Islamic Law and Society, Vol. 1, No. 1 (1994), pp. 29–65. See also 
Calder’s critique of Hallaq’s thesis, wherein he proposes that there was probably a greater occurrence of the furū’ 
influencing fatwās (Norman Calder, “Al-Nawawī’s Typology of Muftīs and Its Significance for a General Theory of 
Islamic Law,” Islamic Law and Society, Vol. 3, No. 2, Issues and Problems (1996), Brill, pp. 137–164 (particularly p. 
164)). I would think the truth lies somewhere between the two. The former has certainly occurred, as will be shown in 
my study of the impact of the Nawāzil on the furū’ works of the school, and so has the latter, as is evidenced by many 
of the recent works on fatwās relying entirely on a few selected later furū’ works of the school.
8being the first collection of fatwās in the Ḥanafī school, no in-depth analysis of its impact and 
influence on the school has yet been undertaken. The many fiqh works that quote Samarqandī’s 
opinions do not concern themselves with any analysis of his life or his contribution to the school 
in general. I trace his impact on subsequent works and show how his work has been cited by 
nearly every major Ḥanafī work on jurisprudence after him, and provide a case study of three 
major works of different centuries and how they have received his works.
H a s Sa m a rqa n dī’s Nawāzil  ev er been pu blish ed?
If Samarqandī’s work was so pioneering, has it ever been published? If not, why not? The answer 
to the first is not straightforward. There are dozens of manuscripts of the Nawāzil in various 
libraries around the world, some dating as far back as the 5/11th century, the century after the 
author’s death.1 This, along with the fact that it has been widely cited in many subsequent fiqh 
works, indicates that it was consulted and studied widely by Ḥanafī scholars. Furthermore, other 
works by the author like the ʿUyūn, the Khizāna, and the Mukhtalaf have been published in the 
last few decades. However, as noted over thirty years ago by Muḥammad Maḥrūs al-Mudarris in 
his Mashā’ikh Balkh min al-Ḥanafiyya, there is no extant published edition of the work.2 This 
remains true till today.
Here are a few possible reasons why it has not been published. The work is a relatively early 
source of Ḥanafī jurisprudence. Since its writing, there has been extensive development in the 
field and much of it has been included in the later works. Many general readers of jurisprudence 
prefer later works, with their often superior rearrangements and annotations, over older ones. 
Hence, such a work would be of greater interest to research-oriented jurists, a community whose 
small size produced less demand. The majority of recent active jurists appear to have been content 
with consulting later works and no longer consulted early primary texts like the Nawāzil. For 
instance, many contemporary muftīs, when issuing fatwās, rely solely on later works like Kāsānī’s 
(d. 587/1191) Badā’iʿ al-Ṣanā’iʿ, Kamāl Ibn al-Humām’s (d. 861/1456) Fatḥ al-Qadīr, Ibn Nujaym’s 
(d. 970/1562) Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq, Fatāwā Hindiyya, Ṭaḥṭāwī’s (d. 1231/1816) gloss on Shurunbulālī’s 
(d. 1069/1659) Marāqī ’l-Falāḥ, Ibn ʿĀbidīn’s (d. 1252/1836) Radd al-Muḥtār, and ʿAlā’ al-Dīn 
ʿĀbidīn’s (d. 1306/1888) Al-Hadiyya al-ʿAlā’iyya.3 This does not mean that there have not been 
any attempts to publish an edition of this work; there have been a few unsuccessful ones. For 
instance, Nāhī, the editor of Samarqandī’s ʿUyūn and Khizāna, is reported to have begun work 
on it but was unable to publish it before his death.4
Another major factor, in my opinion, is that many are under the impression that Samarqand’s 
Nawāzil is published and readily available. However, what is available is a Fatāwā al-Nawāzil 
published by various recent publishers5 which is similar to the early Hyderabad edition of the 
1 The manuscripts of the Nawāzil used for this critical edition represent the oldest and clearest of those available. 
For details of these and others, see chapter 5.
2 See Muḥammad Maḥrūs ʿAbd al-Laṭīf al-Mudarris, Mashā’ikh Balkh min al-Ḥanafiyya wa Mā Infaradū bihī min 
al-Masā’il al-Fiqhiyya, Baghdad: Al-Dār al-ʿArabiyya li ’l-Ṭibāʿa, n.d., pp. 211–212.
3 A glance through some of the recent fatwā works would support this thesis. For recent fatwā works, see chapter 
3, “Fatwā and Nawāzil Works.”
4 See Zaqqa’s Introduction to Samarqandī’s Tafsīr, 1:71. See also Muḥammad Amīn Makkī’s introduction to Mar-
ghīnānī’s Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, Karachi: Idārat al-Qur’ān wa ’l-ʿUlūm al-Islāmiyya (1424/2004), 1:55.
5 For instance, see Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya (2004) and Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, Saharan-
9same work.1 The covers of these copies indicate it to be the work of Samarqandī, but it is not his 
Nawāzil.2 All the manuscripts I have obtained of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil for my critical edition 
differ completely with the contents of the published edition.
Samarqandī’s work has been considered the first collection of fatwās of later jurists in the 
school. This critical edition is exactly that, since the introduction clearly clarifies this objective 
at the outset, after which the entire work is replete with fatwās attributed to various jurists. On 
the other hand, the published Fatāwā al-Nawāzil deals primarily with the opinions of the three 
founding imāms, Abū Ḥanafī, Abū Yūsuf and Muḥammad al-Shaybānī, and at times the opin-
ions of Imām Shāfiʿī (d. 240/820) and Mālik (d. 179/795). Only sparse mention is made of the 
opinion of a few later scholars. However, it cites Abū ’l-Ḥusayn al-Qudūrī (d. 428/1037),3 Fakhr 
al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d. 482/1089),4 Shams al-A’imma al-Ḥulwānī (d. 448/1056 or 449/1057)5 
and Sarakhsī (d. 483/1090)6 and even Fakhr al-Dīn Qāḍīkhān (d. 592/1196), all of whom came 
after Samarqandī.7 There are also a few instances where Samarqandī is cited in the same way that 
the other jurists are.8
Furthermore, the citations to it in Fatāwā Tātārkhāniyya, which declares the Nawāzil as one 
of its main sources, correspond with my edition and not the published one.9 Similar is the case 
with the citations to it in Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī10 and the excerpt of it provided in Kashf al-Ẓunūn.11
Muḥammad Amīn Makkī, editor of Burhān al-Dīn al-Marghīnānī’s (d. 593/1196) Tajnīs, dis-
cusses the latter’s Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil. He reports that it begins with a chapter on purity and 
pur: Dār al-Īmān, 1st Ed. (2007). The editor of this work, Sayyid Yūsuf Aḥmad, appears to have used a manuscript for 
which he reproduces a few images but does not provide any other details. He may have been unaware of the Hyderabadi 
edition, as he does not mention it either (see Saharanpur edition, pp. 6–10).
1 It states on the cover of the Hyderabadi edition that the book was published by decree of Nawāb Luṭf al-Dawla 
Bahādur head of Majlis Ishāʿat al-ʿUlūm in Hyderabad Deccan, India. A date of publication is not visible. There is 
also a Quetta edition referenced by Pakatchi and Rabbani (in “Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī,” Encyclopaedia Islamica), 
which appears to be another edition or copy of the same work (Quetta: Baluchistan Book Depot, 1405/1985), and its 
attribution to Samarqandī is doubted by them. Faraj, the editor of Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf, mentions that an old lith-
ographic copy of the work exists. He does not provide any other information about it but it is most likely a reference 
to the Hyderabadi edition.
2 I have come across a number of individuals who, when hearing of this research, declared that Samarqandī’s 
Nawāzil had already been published, referring to the Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya edition or the older Hyderabad edition 
of Fatāwā al-Nawāzil.
3 Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, p. 73.
4 Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, p. 240.
5 Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, pp. 53, 72.
6 Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, p. 242.
7 A similar conclusion is reached by Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”) about the published 
Quetta edition.
8 Fatāwā al-Nawāzil, pp. 102, 149, 249, 255, 286. The introduction of it is also slightly convoluted because the 
author states that some friends requested him to compile a work in fiqh because the scholars would honour this work 
and had stipulated its memorization for anyone that wanted to take the post of qāḍī.
9 For examples, see ʿ Ālim ibn al-ʿAlā’ al-Anṣārī al-Andarpatī al-Dihlawī, Al-Fatāwā al-Tātārkhāniyya, Hyderabad: 
Majlis Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed. n.d., 1:344, which corresponds with Nawāzil, fol. 22 (wa su’ila Abū 
Bakr ʿ an imra’atin ra’at al-dama. . .), while the Fatāwā al-Nawāzil does not include a chapter on menstruation. See also 
1:200, corresponding with Nawāzil, fol. 6 (wa su’ila Abū’l-Qāsim ʿ an bi’ri bālūʿatin. . .); and 1:172, corresponding with 
Nawāzil, fol. 3 (wa su’ila Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ʿan mā’in mumtaddin. . .).
10 See Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd ibn Aḥmad ibn Māza al-Bukhārī (d. 616/1219), Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī fī ’l-Fiqh 
al-Nuʿmānī, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1424/2004), 1:91, corresponding with Nawāzil, fol. 11 (qālā: in 
kāna wajhuhū ilā mawrid al-mā’. . .), and 1:365, corresponding with Nawāzil, fol. 34 (su’ila Muḥammad ibn Muqātil 
ʿan ’l-ṣalāti ‘ala ’l-thalj), although it appears that he does not always quote verbatim from it.
11 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1981.
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ends with a section on narratives (faṣl fi ’l-ḥikāyāt).1 This corresponds with the published Fatāwā 
al-Nawāzil. I compared the published edition with a manuscript of Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil (MS 
Maktabat al-Azhar 26924/2085) and found them to match.2 I conclude therefore that the pub-
lished edition is most likely Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil of Marghīnānī, author of the Tajnīs and Hidāya. 
He died at the end of the 6/12th and would be better placed to quote the likes of Samarqandī, 
Qudūrī, Bazdawī, Ḥulwānī, Sarakhsī, and Qāḍīkhān.3 It is certain, however, that the published 
edition is not the Nawāzil of Samarqandī.4
From the above, I can conclude that the diminishing interest in the early works, the latter works 
sufficing as modern sources for Ḥanafī fiqh, the false assumption that the Nawāzil has already 
been published,5 and the unsuccessful endeavours of those who attempted the project can all be 
contributing factors for Samarqandī’s Nawāzil to have remained in manuscript.
Scope a n d m et hodology of t h is st u dy
This study comprises two parts. Part One consists of five chapters; Part Two is the critical edition. 
Chapter 1 deals with the socio-cultural context of the work and Samarqandī’s life and scholarship. 
I attempt to reconstruct some of the most important aspects of Samarqandī’s life from the primary, 
secondary and tertiary sources available to me. The aspects I cover include a study of his name and 
ancestry, dates of birth and death, education, family, teachers, contemporaries, students, language, 
and travel. I attempt to correct some errors made by others in this regard and provide additional 
analysis by synthesizing the information from the various sources. I demonstrate Samarqandī to 
be an accomplished jurist with extensive understanding of Ḥanafī jurisprudence and a scholar 
possessing the capability of undertaking ijtihād according to the principles and maxims formulated 
by the early masters of the school.
Chapter 2 deals in detail with Samarqandī’s written works. I show that he wrote on asceticism, 
theology, Qur’ānic exegesis, and a number of other subjects, but that his main focus was jurispru-
dence. Chapter 3 expounds the concept of nawāzil and the institution and legal origins of fatwā 
giving, followed by analysis of the taxonomy of juridical rulings in the Ḥanafī school and the 
typologies of its jurists. Through this analysis I determine the level of Samarqandī’s work in this 
taxonomy and his level among the jurists to better understand his place and significance. This is 
followed by a discussion on the roles of the muftī and how it differs with related roles like that 
of the qāḍī, and a review of minority fiqh and the fiqh of nawāzil and its significance today. In 
chapter 4, I study Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, its chapters, his methodology, his sources, and his own 
1 See Makkī, introduction to Marghīnānī’s Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, 1:45.
2 It consists of 190 folios. Although the first several lines are different, the remainder matches closely. There is a 
portion missing at the end of the manuscript from Kitāb al-Khunthā and all of Faṣl fi ’l-Ḥikāyāt. The copyist does not 
appear to have had access to the missing portion, since he completes the manuscript in the normal fashion of tapering 
the last few lines of text into an upturned triangle but leaves it in mid-sentence (fol. 190). It states on the first folio, 
Kitāb Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil li Ṣāḥib al-Hidāya.
3 Qāḍīkhān would be his contemporary as their deaths are a year apart.
4 Sezgin also discusses that there is a difference between the copies of Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil and Samarqandī’s 
Nawāzil (Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:108).
5 Hallaq also cites the incorrect edition of the Nawāzil and attributes it to Samarqandī when discussing the first 
work of fatwā in the Ḥanafī school. He cites a statement from the introduction of the Hyderabad edition of Fatāwā 
al-Nawāzil, which is not found in the correct edition. See Wael B Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic 
Law, Cambridge University Press, 1st Ed. (2001), p. 181.
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contributions in it. I study the utility and impact of it on the later works of the Ḥanafī school 
and show how he left an indelible mark on scholarship, and how nearly every later major work of 
the school available to us has in some way incorporated his opinions. Chapter 5 is a review of the 
manuscripts of the Nawāzil, including those selected for my critical edition. I detail my selection 
process, followed by my methodology in dealing with the text, the conflicts found therein and its 
presentation. Since there are many authorities that Samarqandī cites, I study them separately in 
appendix 2 at the end of the work. Finally Part Two is a presentation of my critical edition and 
variorum edition of the Nawāzil from Samarqandī’s introduction to the end of his chapter on 
marriage (a part of which is presented in appendix 1).
Finally, throughout this study, the author Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī will be referred to as 
Samarqandī. For other Samarqandī scholars their first names or agnomens will be added. Death 
dates accompany all authorities cited, except where not available. Both Gregorian and Hijri dates 
are provided together whenever possible.1 Source citations are given in full in the first instance, 
after which, for brevity, only the book or article titles (sometimes shortened) are given with page 
(and volume) numbers for the frequently occurring ones, while the author’s names accompany 
the rest. For single-volume books, only page numbers are cited (eg., p. 26), while for multi-vol-
ume books, the volume number is also cited but with only a colon between the volume and page 
number (eg., 2:34, 5:84) to keep it short. All folio number references to the Nawāzil are to the 
folio numbers included in my critical edition, which is reflective of my base copy, MS Fatiḥ 2352. 
Salutations for the Prophet Muḥammad  or his Companions  where cited are given in the 
form of such symbols and left untranslated.





A bū ’l-L ay t h a l-Sa m a rqa n dī
Dearth of data
Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī (d. 373/984 or 375/986)1 hailed from Samarqand (in present-day 
Uzbekistan), then the first city of Transoxiana and one of the oldest inhabited cities in the world. 
It was considered one of the most important cities during the 4/10th century Sāmānid times 
due to its situation at the junction of the main trade routes from India, Persia and the Turkish 
dominions. Samarqand was also known as a place of study and scholarship.2 We are told that 
Samarqandī was born in this city and studied some subjects there before travelling to Balkh in 
Khurasan (in present-day Afghanistan) to further his education, especially in jurisprudence, which 
Balkh was renowned for at the time. He settled there to teach after returning to Samarqand for 
a short while in between.3
Like many scholars of his area, such as the famous theologians Abū Manṣūr al-Māturīdī (d. 
333/945)4 and Nūr al-Dīn al-Ṣābūnī (d. 480/1087)5 and the jurist Shams al-A’imma al-Ḥulwānī 
(d. 448/1056 or 449/1057),6 there is scant biographical data on them.7 This could be attributed 
to a number of factors. Few ṭabaqāt works are recorded to have been compiled on Ḥanafī jurists 
during Samarqandī’s era and for some centuries after. ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ al-Ḥulw surmises that this 
neglect was possibly due to the popularity and proliferation of Ḥanafī scholarship at the time, 
which may have lifted the need perceived by Ḥanafī historians and biographers to record the 
1 But see difference of opinion below about dates of death.
2 Although Bukhārā was the Sāmānid capital, Samarqand was still considered their most important city. Muḥam-
mad ibn Aḥmad ibn Abī Bakr al-Bashshārī al-Muqaddasī argues this case in his Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm fī Maʿrifat al-Aqālīm, 
Leiden: Brill (1877), pp. 270, 278. For a detailed geographical account of this city, see W. Barthold’s Turkestan Down to 
the Mongol Invasion, E. G. W. Gibb Memorial Trust (2007), pp. 83–96. See also, Yāqūt ibn ʿAbdillāh al-Rūmī al-Bagh-
dādī al-Ḥamawī’s Muʿjam al-Buldān, Beirut: Dār Ṣādar (1397/1977), 3:246–250.
3 Najm al-Dīn al-Ḥāsaftī, Tarjama Mashā’ikh al-Ḥanafiyya, p. 73.
4 Māturīdī hailed from Māturīd, which was one of the quarters of Samarqand. See Barthold’s Turkestan, p. 90. 
See also, Fatḥalla Kholeif, introduction to Ṣābūnī’s Al-Bidāya min al-Kifāya fī ’l-Hidāya fī Uṣūl al-Dīn, Alexandria: 
Dār al-Maʿārif (1969), p. 8, where he shows how there is scant biographical data on Māturīdī despite him being the 
eponymous founder of the famous school and being a Ḥanafī jurist. For Māturīdī, see also Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 
195; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:360.
5 See Fatḥalla Kholeif ’s discussion on Ṣābūnī in his introduction to the latter’s Al-Bidāya min al-Kifāya, pp. 7–8.
6 ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz ibn Aḥmad al-Ḥulwānī, known by the title Shams al-A’imma was the author of the Mabsūṭ and was 
considered the Abū Ḥanīfa of his time in Bukhārā. He died in 448/1056 or 449/1057 in Kish but was buried in Bukhara. 
See Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 52; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:59–61, including editor’s notes; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:429.
7 Ya’akov Meron also bemoans the scantiness of data on Samarqandī. See Ya’akov Meron’s “The Development of 
Legal Thought in Hanafi Texts,” Studia Islamica, No. 30 (1969), p. 92. Similarly echoed by Ahmad Pakatchi and Azar 
Rabbani, “Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī,” Encyclopaedia Islamica, Brill.
13
lives and achievements of Ḥanafī scholars until much later. The Shāfiʿīs, he states, started com-
posing this type of literature as early as the first half of the 5/11th century, while the Ḥanafīs only 
embarked on it in the 8/14th century.1 George Makdisi, on the other hand, attributes the writing 
of ṭabaqāt works within a school to the rise of traditionalism within the school.2 Until then what-
ever was recorded formed parts of larger historical or geographical works or was found within 
the biographical works of other disciplines like grammar, Qur’ānic exegesis, or jurisprudence in 
general. With regard to Transoxiana and Khurasan in particular,3 a huge corpus of literature is 
reported to have also been destroyed either by the ravaging forces of the Tartars when they swept 
through Bukhara, Samarqand, Balkh4 and other great towns of Central Asia or during the civil 
wars in the area.5
Another factor contributing to the dearth of data on Samarqandī in particular may have been 
his seemingly uncontroversial and ascetic personality. We do not find any intensely-contested 
discussions or criticism on any of his contributions. As opposed to scholars like Abū Ḥanīfa (d. 
150/767), Abu ’l-Ḥasan al-Ashʿarī (d. 324/935), Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal (d. 241/855) and later scholars 
like Abū Ḥāmid al-Ghazālī (d. 505/1111), Fakhr al-Dīn al-Rāzī (d. 606/1209) and Ibn Taymiya (d. 
728/1327), Samarqandī appears to have been a low-key figure whose focus was his writing along 
with some instruction to his students rather than public discourses and appearances. Therefore, 
he may not have attracted much mention from his contemporaries, and his books may not have 
spread much during his lifetime. However, his multiple works certainly came to be recognized 
1 The first work for the Shāfiʿīs was composed by Abū Ḥafṣ ʿUmar ibn ʿAlī al-Muṭṭawwiʿī (d. around 440/1049) 
and for the Ḥanafīs by Najm al-Dīn Ibrāhīm al-Ṭarasūsī (d. 758/1357). For more details on the works that then followed 
and their order, see ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ al-Ḥulw’s introduction to Tamīmī’s Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, Riyadh: Dār al-Rifāʿī, 
1st Ed. (1403/1983).
2 Hence the delay in the Ḥanafī school as compared, for instance, to the Ḥanbalī school (George Makdisi, “Ṭab-
aqāt”–Biography: Law and Orthodoxy in Classical Islam, Islamic Studies, Vol. 32, No. 4 (Winter 1993), pp. 383–384). 
3 Contrast this to Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī (d. 370/981), a contemporary of Samarqandī, who, 
though originally from Rayy, grew up and stayed in Baghdad. There is a lot more biographical data on him. For 
instance, see lengthy coverage in Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Tārīkh Madīnat al-Salām wa Akhbār Muḥaddithīhā wa Dhikru 
Quṭṭānihā ’l-ʿUlamā’ min Ghayri Ahlihā wa Wāridihā, ed. Bashshār ʿAwwād Maʿrūf, Beirut: Dār al-Gharb al-Islāmī, 1st 
Ed. (1422/2002), 5:513 (henceforth, cited as Tārīkh Baghdād); Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:412–415; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍi-
yya, 1:220–224. See also, Shīrāzī, Ṭabaqāt al-Fuqahā’, Beirut: Dār al-Rā’id al-ʿArabī, 1st Ed. (1970), 1:144; Hadiyyat 
al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:66; Asmā’ al-Kutub, 1:22; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1032, 1627; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 6; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:50.
4 During the Ṭāhirid and Sāmānid periods, Balkh was one of the largest cities of Khurasan and, according to 
Baghdādī, rivaled Bukhārā in size. However, this city was also laid to waste by the Tartars and was still lying in ruins 
in the first half of the fourteenth century ce during the travels of Ibn Baṭṭūṭa. See Barthold’s Turkestan, p. 78.
5 Two madrasas in Bukhara, each of which had one thousand students, were burned down along with their libraries 
during the civil wars of the 668/1270s. See C. E. Bosworth and M. S. Asimov, History of the Civilization of Central Asia, 
Vol. IV The Age of Achievement: A.D. 750 to the End of the Fifteenth Century, Part Two: The Achievements. Unesco Publish-
ing, 2000. p. 39; Tamīmī’s introduction to Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya (p. 5 of main book) and the editor Ḥulw’s introduction 
(pp. 7–8). As an example of the dearth of literature, only a portion of a very important biographical work by Najm 
al-Dīn ʿUmar al-Nasafī Al-Qand fī Tārīkh ʿUlamā’ Samarqand is extant today. See J. Weinberger’s “The Authorship of 
Two Twelfth Century Transoxianian Biographical Dictionaries,” Arabica, T. 33, Fasc. 3 (Nov., 1986), pp. 369–382. The 
later portion of this work that includes Naṣr ibn Muḥammad al-Samarqandī is missing. See published edition of this 
work Al-Qand fī Dhikr ʿUlamā’ Samarqand, Marbaʿ, KSA: Maktabat al-Kawthar, 1st Ed. (1412/1991). Other sources 
from that period missing today are Shaykh al-Islām Ibrāhīm ibn Aḥmad al-Mustamlī’s Al-Muʿjam al-Kabīr fī ʿUlamā’ 
Balkh, Nāṣir al-Dīn Abū ’l-Qāsim Sayyid al-Sādāt Muḥammad ibn Yūsuf ibn Muḥammad’s (d. 556/1161) Tārīkh Balkh, 
and Abū ’l-ʿAbbās Jaʿfar ibn Muḥammad and al-Mustaghfirī (d. 402/1012) and Abū Saʿīd ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Idrīsī’s 
(d. 405/1015) Histories on Samarqand. Ḥājī Khalīfa considers Nasafī’s Qand to be a supplement of the work of these 
scholars (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:296). See also Naẓr Muḥammad al-Fāriyābī’s introduction to the published edition of 
the Qand, p. 13. Other earlier works would be Muḥammad ibn ʿAqīl al-Balkhī (d. 316/928) and Abū ’l-Qāsim ʿAlī ibn 
Maḥmūd al-Kaʿbī’s Tārīkh Balkh (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:289).
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after his death. They spread far and wide and through them he became known.1 Additionally, 
an autobiography or any in-depth personal discussion of his life is difficult to find in any of his 
own works.2
It was also common for historians to record visits of scholars to their cities, but it is difficult, 
as the section below on Samarqandī’s travels will demonstrate, to find a definitive mention of any 
such visits by Samarqandī to other great cities of the Muslim empire like Baghdad, Damascus, 
Makka or Madīna.3 In fact, it is difficult to find any detailed information on his travels beyond 
Balkh and Samarqand.
Full name, title, and agnomen
His name has been recorded as Naṣr ibn Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn Ibrāhīm in many of the 
earlier Ḥanafī biographical sources.4 Some later sources have Ibrāhīm in place of Aḥmad for his 
grandfather.5 ʿAbd al-Raḥīm al-Zaqqa prefers the first version due to its popularity. He was not 
able to find a biography for Samarqandī’s father under any of the three possible combinations of 
names and therefore opted for the version related by “most biographers.” I  have also been unable 
to find any entry on Samarqandī’s father, and his opinion seems plausible to some extent since 
it is quite easy for the Aḥmad to have been replaced by mistakenly repeating Muḥammad twice 
or dropping it out completely and the great-grandfather’s name to have taken its place. This is 
what appears to have happened in Samarqandī’s entry by the Ottoman biographer Ismāʿīl Pasha 
al-Baghdādī. He has recorded the lineage with Aḥmad in his Īḍāḥ al-Maknūn6 and without it 
in his Hadiyya7 but added the name of an earlier ancestor Khaṭṭāb.8 Although his renderings 
seem a little confused and different from the others, his latter rendering with Khaṭṭāb is exactly 
as given by Wāʿiẓ Balkhī whose record is the earliest we have on Samarqandī.9 Hence, it cannot 
be dismissed and could even be more accurate than the popular rendering.
1 If this were the case, it would indicate an ascetic and humble personality who wanted to be concealed from the 
public eye. However, this remains tentative in the absence of any firm evidence.
2 That is, the works of his that we have been able to consult, whether in print or manuscript, for this critical edition. 
Some scholars have provided their own biographies. See for instance, Ghazālī in his Al-Munqidh min al-Ḍalāl, Cairo: 
Dār al-Kutub al-Ḥadītha, n.d. and ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī in his Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr on Shaybānī’s Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, 
Beirut: ʿĀlam al-Kutub, 1st Ed. (1406/1986), pp. 60–44; and Suyūṭī, who commenting on his autobiography, says, “I 
have written my autobiography in the manner of earlier ḥadīth scholars; rarely has anyone compiled a book of history 
without including their own history. Among those who have done so are Imām ʿAbd al-Ghaffār al-Fārisī in Tārīkh 
Nīshāpūr, Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī in Muʿjam al-Buldān, Lisān al-Dīn ibn al-Khaṭīb in Tārīkh Gharnāṭa, Ḥāfiẓ Taqī al-Dīn 
al-Fāsī in Tārīkh Makka, Ḥāfiẓ Abū ’l Faḍl ibn Ḥajar in Quḍāt al Miṣr, and Abū Shāma in the Rawḍatayn, though he 
was the most God-fearing and austere of them all” (Suyūṭī, Ḥusn al-Muḥāḍara fī Akhbār Miṣr wa ’l-Qāhira, Cairo: 
Dār Iḥyā’ al-Kutub al-ʿArabiyya, 1st Ed., 1387/1967, 1:336). See also, Dwight Fletcher Reynolds and Kristen Brustad, 
Interpreting the Self: Autobiography in the Arabic Literary Tradition, University of California Press, 2001, pp. 1–6, 65 
and throughout; Terence Walz, Jalal al-Din al-Suyūṭī. Volume I: Biography and Background by E.M. Sartain; Jalal al-Din 
al-Suyūṭī. Volume II: Al-Tahadduth Bini’mat Allah by E.M. Sartain, The International Journal of African Historical Studies, 
Vol. 10, No. 3 (1977), pp. 507–509.
3 However, see below in “Travels” for Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī’s report of a Naṣr ibn Muḥammad Abū ’l-Layth 
al-Bukhārī’s visit to Baghdād.
4 Such as Qurashī’s (d. 775/1374) Tahdhīb al-Asmā’ al-Wāqiʿa, pp. 188–9, and Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5, which 
has been considered the first Ḥanafī ṭabaqāt work (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:616–617); Ibn Quṭlūbugā’s (d. 879/1474) Tāj 
al-Tarājim, p. 79; Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, MS fols. 115–7; and Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, MS fol. 352.
5 Recorded by Ismāʿīl Pasha al-Baghdādī (d. 1339/1920) in his Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490, and Ṭāsh Kubrīzādeh 
(1030/1621) in his Miftāḥ al-Saʿāda, 2:251.
6 Īḍāḥ al-Maknūn, 1:474. 
7 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490.
8 He records it as Naṣr ibn Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm ibn al-Khaṭṭāb (Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490).
9 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 311.
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Furthermore, Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī (d. 626/1228) records a Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm ibn 
al-Khaṭṭāb al-Tūdhī al-Warsanīnī1 with a son named Abū ’l-Layth Naṣr ibn Muḥammad ibn 
Ibrāhīm al-Tūdhī. He says the son was a Ḥanafī jurist and debater who lived and passed away in 
Samarqand.2 Hence, his name, agnomen and lineage match Samarqandī’s as given by the earliest 
source. It could therefore be argued that Samarqandī and Tūdhī may be the same person. Tūdh 
was a suburb of Samarqand located a short distance from the main city,3 and since the biogra-
phers do not mention the specific area of the city Samarqandī was from he could have been from 
Tūdh. However, despite the striking similarities, a number of factors prevent us from agreeing 
with this conclusion. Ḥamawī records Tūdhī as being famous in debating and his death to have 
occurred in Samarqand, while Samarqandī has not been recorded as a debater by any of the other 
biographers, including Wāʿiẓ Balkhī, who also places his death in Balkh. If he had been a famous 
debater then surely some of the others would have mentioned it. Hence, Tūdhī was known by 
the specific area of Samarqand he came from just as Māturīdī was known by the Māturīd area 
of Samarqand, and Samarqandī was known by the name of the main city because he was most 
likely from the main city and not from its suburbs.4 This is further corroborated by the fact that 
the name Naṣr and the agnomen Abū ’l-Layth seemed to have been a popular combination in 
and around the Samarqand area. Hence, a number of individuals have been recorded with this 
name and agnomen.5
Moving from his name, due to high achievement in the fields of jurisprudence and asceticism 
the title conferred on Samarqandī was Imām al-Hudā (Imām of Guidance),6 a title only otherwise 
attributed to his predecessor and the eponymous founder of the Māturīdī school, Abū Manṣūr 
al-Māturīdī (d. 333/945).7 Another title attributed to him was al-Faqīh (“the Jurist”), which signifies 
1 This is an attribution to Warsanīn, a quarter of Samarqand, where he used to live before moving to Tūdh. Another 
is Warsanān, which is most likely a village around Samarqand. See ʿ Abd al-Karīm ibn Muḥammad al-Tamīmī al-Marwazī 
al-Samʿānī, Al-Ansāb, Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif, 1st Ed. (1382/1962), 3:313–314.
2 Yāqūt al-Ḥamawī, Muʿjam al-Buldān, 2:57. See also Samʿānī, Al-Ansāb, 3:106. Unfortunately, even after much 
investigation in the biographical sources, a death date was not found for him, so it is difficult to determine when he lived.
3 For Tūdh, see Muʿjam al-Buldān, 2:57; Al-Ansāb, 3:106.
4 A counter to this would be that because Samarqandī spent much of his life in Balkh, he was known there by the 
name of the main city rather than a specific area of Samarqand, which would have been unknown in Khurasan. How-
ever, the record of the different places of death clearly separates the two. Interestingly, the editors of the Dar al-Kutub 
al-ʿIlmiyya edition of Samarqandī’s Tafsīr have recorded Samarqandī’s father’s name as Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Tūdhī 
and listed him as one of Samarqandī’s teachers but have not cited any sources. See Tafsīr al-Samarqandī al-Musammā 
Baḥr al-ʿUlūm, ed. ʿAlī Muḥammad Muʿawwīḍ, ʿĀdil Aḥmad ʿAbd al-Mawjūd, ʿAbd al-Majīd al-Nūtī, Beirut: Dār 
al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1413/1993), 1:9. We can assume their source is Samʿānī’s Ansāb, since they cite it later 
(on p. 10) to report that Samarqandī was a famous debater, a point Samʿānī makes about Tūdhī (see Al-Ansāb, 3:106).
5 Hence, other than Naṣr ibn Muḥammad al-Tūdhī, there is Abū ’l-Layth Naṣr ibn Muḥammad ibn Būk al-Rafūnī, 
Rafūn being a village of Samarqand (Al-Ansāb, 2:32; Muʿjam al-Buldān, 3:55); Abū ’l-Layth Naṣr ibn Sayyār ibn al-Fatḥ 
al-Zāwarī al-Samarqandī (d. 294/907), Zāwar being a village of Ishtīkhan in Soghd the same province of Transoxiana 
as Samarqand (Al-Ansāb, 6:236); and Abū ’l-Layth Naṣr ibn Ḥamawayh al-Kamrajī al-Sughdī (Al-Ansāb, 11:145). Each 
one had the first name of Naṣr and agnomen Abū ’l-Layth indicating that it was a popular combination.
6 Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, MS fol. 352; Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, MS fols. 115–7; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5; 
Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490.
7 Van Ess also notes this point but remarks on the difference between the two scholars with regard to their focus 
on theology. See Van Ess’s “Abu ’l-Layth.” A search through Ḥanafī biographical sources indicates that this title has 
almost exclusively been conferred to these two scholars. In Ḥanafī fiqh works, it is used almost exclusively for Māturīdī, 
with Kāsānī invoking the title at least nine times for him before his name (see Kāsānī, Badā’iʿ al-Ṣanā’iʿ, 1:217, 234, 
2:3, 35, 72, 119, 173, 4:186). Bābartī (d. 786/1384) invokes the title for his teacher Kākī when mentioning his chain of 
transmission to Marghīnānī’s Hidāya in the introduction to his commentary, but it seems to be an isolated and infor-
mal mention (see Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad Akmal al-Dīn al-Rūmī al-Bābartī, Al-ʿInāya Sharḥ al-Hidāya, Beirut: 
Dār al-Fikr, n.d., 1:6). It is possible to justify a theological basis for this title in the school since it appears to have first 
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his recognition as a great jurist1 and may have also acted as a distinguishing feature for him from 
an earlier namesake who was known as Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī the Ḥāfiẓ (d. 294/907).2 In 
most of his works, Samarqandī is predominantly referred to as Faqīh Abu ’l-Layth or Abu ’l-Layth 
al-Samarqandī and hardly ever as Naṣr ibn Muḥammad. He is also sometimes referred to as the 
wāʿīẓ, the preacher.3 There is no record of him taking up a judicial position anywhere and so he 
was not known as a qāḍī.4 Similarly, we do not find any record of any association of his with the 
ruling class of the time or any other official appointments.
Father, children and family background
Just as other information about him is scarce, so is his family name. The absence of a family 
name indicates that he may have been from an obscure and poor tribe. However, his father was 
a learned and pious man, Samarqandī himself suggests in relating many ḥadīths and anecdotes 
from him in his exegesis and his Tanbīh.5 This would suggest that his father was his shaykh in 
ḥadīth and maybe in asceticism but not as much in jurisprudence since we find relatively few 
juridical citations from him in the Nawāzil.6 Although he did transmit a number of narrations on 
the authority of his father, his father does not appear to have been a formal ḥadīth scholar but an 
informed lay person, as was the general condition of the people of his time.7 Hence, his father’s 
name is difficult to find in the biographical works.8 However, Samarqandī must have trusted his 
father’s transmissions to quote them so extensively in his works.
At times, it is possible to discover a scholar’s progeny through scholars among them that may 
have been recorded by biographers. There is a lone report we find indicating that Samarqandī 
had children who transmitted from him. This is found in ʿUmar ibn Muḥammad al-Nasafī’s (d. 
537/1142) Qand, where he relates from a Shaykh Abū Saʿīd al-Balkhī, who reports from his father, 
who reports from his grandfather “the jurist Naṣr ibn Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Samarqandī.”9 
been used for Māturīdī due to his being an Imām of theology and the eponymous founder of the Māturīdī school (for 
Māturīdī, see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:360). However, Samarqandī was not renowned as a theologian, as he was a 
jurist and ascetic and therefore it was most likely conferred on him for his achievements in jurisprudence or due to his 
prolific writings and hailing from the same place as Māturīdī.
1 It is related that after composing Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, he presented it at the grave of the Prophet Muḥammad . 
Later that night he saw in his dream that the Prophet Muḥammad handed a copy of the book to him and said, “Here is 
your book, O Jurist (Yā Faqīh). Samarqandī woke to find places from where something had been erased. Samarqandī 
then treated the title as a blessing and came to be known by it (Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, fol. 115).
2 He was better known as the Ḥāfiẓ (a ḥadīth master who memorized one hundred thousand ḥadīths), while the 
author of the Nawāzil is known as the Faqīh (jurist) (see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5). For ḥāfiẓ, see ʿAlī al-Qārī, 
Sharḥ Nukhbat al-Fikar, Beirut: Dār al-Arqam n.d., p. 121; Zayn al-Dīn Muḥammad al-Ḥaddādī al-Munāwī, Al-Yawāqīt 
wa ’l-Durar fī Sharḥ Nukhbat al-Fikr, Riyadh: Maktabat al-Rushd, 1st Ed (1999), 2:421; Nūr al-Dīn ʿ Iṭr, Manhaj al-Naqd 
fī ʿUlūm al-Ḥadīth, Damascus: Dār al-Fikr, 3rd Ed. (1418/1997), p. 76.
3 As described by Dhahabī in his Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’, Cairo: Dār al-Ḥadīth (1427/2006), 12:342.
4 Van Ess states that he never became a qāḍī. See Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth.”
5 For instance, see Samarqandī, Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, Damascus: Dār Ibn Kathīr, 3rd Ed. (1421/2000), pp. 112, 113, 
117, 180, 208, 213, 326.
6 There are several citations from him in the chapters covered in my edition. In all of them, he relates it as, “I 
heard my father mention through his chain to. . .” He transmits from Ibn al-Mubārak, Qatāda and others. See Nawāzil, 
fols. 17, 20, 51, 58, 89, 97.
7 This is as argued by Zaqqa (pp. 46–8), while Pakatchi and Rabbani consider him a scholar due to his copious 
narrations from various shaykhs (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”). I would be inclined to believe that he was well learned 
and had sat in the company of a number of scholars to have transmitted from them and as such he could be classified 
as a narrator, but not necessarily a scholar.
8 Unless he is Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm ibn al-Khaṭṭāb al-Tūdhī al-Warsanīnī, as recorded by Ḥamawī and dis-
cussed in the previous section.
9 See Nasafī, Al-Qand, p. 113. Nasafī’s relates this through the transmission of the Qāḍī Abū ’l-Maḥāsin Salmān 
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The descendent Abū Saʿīd is referred to as a shaykh indicating he was a scholar but the father’s 
name (who is the jurist’s son or grandson) is not provided. Since this Naṣr ibn Muḥammad is 
introduced as “the jurist” it may well be referring to our author Samarqandī and would mean he 
had a wife and children.
Dates of birth and death
Samarqandī’s date of birth is difficult to determine. One estimate is between 301/914 to 310/923.1 
A manuscript records his age as 55 in the year he died, which it gives as 396/1006,2 which would 
mean that he was born in 341/953. Another source has 290/898.3 Determining the truth of the 
matter, however, is even more confounded by the differences in his death date.
The biographical sources generally agree on his death being on the night of Monday4 the 11th 
of Jumādā ’l-Ukhrā; however, the opinions on the year range from 373/983 to 396/1006. Qurashī 
in both his Jawāhir and Tahdhīb states it to be 373/983,5 as do Baghdādī in both his works,6 
Kafawī,7 ʿ Alī al-Qārī (d. 1014/1606) in his Sharḥ al-Shifā’,8 Kaḥḥāla9 and Ziriklī.10 Ibn Quṭlūbugā 
ibn ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad, who he says died in Samarqand at ninety-six in 509/1115. This makes it possible for him to have 
met with and transmitted from a grandson or great-grandson of Samarqandī, as this report indicates.
Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”) infer from this report that Samarqandī had descendants 
both in Samarqand and Balkh. This is possible in general because most members of his immediate and extended family 
had most likely remained there and he would have gone back and forth between the two cities; however, it is more 
possible that the Qāḍī Abū Maḥāsin may have met the descendent in Balkh or another city or when the latter visited 
Samarqand. A report in the Qandiyya also states that the Jāgardīza garden in Samarqand came into Samarqandī’s pos-
session (see Muḥammad ibn ʿ Abd al-Jalīl al-Samarqandī, Qandiyya: Dar Bayān-i Mazārāt-i Samarqand, ed. Iraj Afshār, 
Tehran: Kutub Khāna Ṭahūrī (1955), p. 5). Pakatchi and Rabbani take this to indicate that Samarqandī returned to 
Samarqand and did not stay in Balkh (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”). However, this report can be reconciled with 
the reports of him remaining in Balkh quite easily since he would have been expected to have returned to visit his 
parents and other family members from Balkh over the years and may have also owned some assets there that were 
either inherited from his family or otherwise.
1 Zaqqa relates from ʿ Alī Muḥammad Ramaḍān, an editor of Samarqandī’s Ta’sīs al-Naẓā’ir al-Fiqhiyya (MA Thesis, 
Azhar University, 1401/1981), that he was informed by the Institute of the History of the Middle Ages in Moscow that 
Samarqandī lived to about seventy. He says that this would make his birth around the beginning of the 4/10th century, 
approximately 301 to 310. See Zaqqa, p. 49.
2 See MS Azhar 4445/3105, fol. 223. Van Ess, when mentioning the date of death of Samarqandī, adds “obviously 
at not very advanced age.” He then provides a reference to Qurashī’s Jawāhir, which seems to indicate that this age was 
taken from Qurashī, while Qurashī’s work does not corroborate this, as he does not make any mention of Samarqandī’s 
age and only records possible dates of death. Although Qurashī does not mention it, Van Ess’s source may have been the 
Azhar manuscript or another. Additionally Van Ess refers to Qurashī as Ebn Abi ’l-Wafāʾ, which is actually the name 
of one of his ancestors and not his patronym. See Van Ess’s “Abu ’l-Layth.” Qurashī’s lineage is Abū Muḥammad Muḥy 
al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Qādir ibn Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Naṣrillāh ibn Sālim ibn Abī ’l-Wafā’ al-Qurashī al-Ḥanafī 
(Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 37).
3 This has been recorded without citation of any source by Maulavi Abdul Hamid in Catalogue of the Arabic and Per-
sian Manuscripts in the Oriental Public Library at Bankipore, Sufism, Calcutta: Baptist Mission Press (1928), 13:3 (Online 
http://www.new.dli.gov.in/scripts/FullindexDefault.htm?path1=/data2/upload/0049/348&first=1&last=206&bar-
code=4990010195196) (accessed: May 2012). This has been inadvertently cited as volume 3 in M. Haron, “Abū ’l-Layth 
al-Samarqandī’s Life and Works,” p. 321.
4 In Islamic terms, this is referred to as the night of Tuesday, since the night was conceived of as preceding the day.
5 However, in his Tahdhīb he also quotes from the handwriting of his shaykh Ibn Saʿīd al-Ḥanafī that he passed 
away in Balkh in 376 (Tahdhīb al-Asmā’ al-Wāqiʿa, pp. 188–9).
6 Īḍāḥ al-Maknūn, 1:474 and Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490.
7 Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, fol. 216.
8 Quoted in Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 92. This quotation from Qārī’s work, however, is missing from the later editions 
of the Fawā’id (see both Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 1324/1906, p. 220 and Beirut: Dār al-Arqam, 1st Ed., 1418/1998, p. 362).
9 Kaḥḥāla actually first records it as 393/1003 (Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 4:24).
10 See Aʿlām, 8:27.
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(d. 879/1474) records it as 393/1003,1 as do Riyāḍīzādeh (d. 1078/1667),2 Ṭāsh Kubrīzādeh (d. 
968/1561),3 and the author of Madīnat al-ʿUlūm.4 Ṣafadī (d. 764/1362) and Dhahabī record it 
as 375/9855 while Wāʿiẓ Balkhī records it as 376/986.6 Ḥājī Khalīfa’s opinion is ambivalent since 
in at least seven places he has 375/986,7 twice each as 373/984,8 376/987,9 and 383/993,10 once as 
372/983,11 and in a few places without any date at all. There is a lacuna in some places, indicating 
that he may have intended to add it later.12 The different dates he has appear to be literal citations 
from the editions he saw of Samarqandī’s works or from biographical and historical sources he 
consulted; where no date was mentioned he left it out.13
At the end of the Nawāzil there is a section on dates titled “Bāb al-Tārīkh” comprising the 
death dates of a number of Ḥanafī scholars who died before and some even after Samarqandī. 
Samarqandī’s is also included in this. If this chapter was originally included by Samarqandī as part 
of his Nawāzil, then clearly his own year of death was inserted by either a narrator of the work or 
a scribe.14 Even here, there is no agreement on the date of his death across the various manuscripts. 
Some give it as 375/986, others as 396/1006.15 This tells us that some of these additions had to 
have been made much later, as the more immediate copyists and narrators could be assumed to 
have been better informed.
In summary, there are six dates in total mentioned in the various sources: 373/984, 375/986, 
376/987, 383/993, 393/1003, and 396/1006. Of these, 373, 383, 393 are similar in the first and third 
digits, only the middle digit being different. These three dates also collectively reflect the bulk 
of the opinions. Therefore, one of these three could be correct because of the possibility that the 
middle digit became altered while the other two digits remained the same. A few factors indicate 
1 Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 79.
2 Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 71.
3 Miftāḥ al-Saʿāda 2:251.
4 Cited in Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 220.
5 See Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 27:54. Dhahabī states that he has quoted this date of death from the writing of Qāḍī Shihāb 
al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn ʿ Alī ibn ʿ Abd al-Ḥaq (Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’, 16:322). See also, his Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, 3:971. In his 
Tārīkh, he records it from the writing of Shihāb al-Dīn son of the qāḍī of Ḥiṣn, who is probably the same person he 
quotes in his Siyar (see Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:583).
6 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 311, while the editor of the book prefers 373 because he says it is Kafawī’s opinion.
7 See entries in Kashf al-Ẓunūn, on Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:243; Ta’sīs al-Naẓā’ir, where it seems to be quoted from 
Ibn al-Shiḥna, 1:334; Tafsīr Abī’ l-Layth, 1:441; Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, 1:487; Mabsūṭ Abī ’l-Layth, 2:1580; and Mukhtalaf 
al-Riwāya, 2:1636.
8 See entries on Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, 1:563, and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr, 1:578.
9 See entries on ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, 2:1187, and Al-Nawāzil fī ’l-Furū’, 2:1981.
10 See entries on Khizānat al-Fiqh, 1:703, and Fatāwā Abī ’l-Layth, 2:1220.
11 See entry on Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il fī ’l-Furūʿ, 1:668.
12 See his entry on Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth, 2:1795, and Fawā’id al-Faqīh Naṣr, 2:1300, in his Kashf al-Ẓunūn.
13 The later editor of Kashf al-Ẓunūn, indicates that Ḥājī Khalīfa was unable to complete the editing (tabyīḍ) of 
his work before he died (see Muḥammad Sharaf al-Dīn Yāltaqāya’s foreword to Kashf al-Ẓunūn, pp. 7–8). Were he to 
have done so, he may have worked on reconciling these variants.
14 It may be argued that Samarqandī is not the author of this section because its subject matter (historical dates) 
is different to the rest of the work on jurisprudence and it is also not unknown of scribes and copyists to add such 
information to the works they copy. We are, however, inclined toward the view that Samarqandī is the original author 
of this section. This is because he was in the habit of adding associated information at the ends of his works, as he has 
done here too (see chapter 4, “Contents of the Nawāzil”). Furthermore, this section is not irrelevant to the purpose he 
sets out for composing this work, which is to compile the fatwās of the later jurists (after Shaybānī). He has therefore 
placed them in chronological order and given their dates of death to help provide a timeline of the development of 
their jurisprudence.
15 Malik Saud 5024, Manīsa 690, and Azhar have 396 while Jārullāh 960, Murād Mullā 1179, Manīsa 692, and 
Fayḍullāh Effendi have 375. Unfortunately, due to the absence of the last few folios in Fatih 2352, this section is also 
missing.
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a preference for 373. It is the date recorded by Qurashī, who is the author of one of the earliest 
Ḥanafī biographical sources we have,1 and it is also widely recorded in other sources.2 However, 
of the three remaining dates (375, 376, 396), 375 is also widely mentioned and is recorded by Ṣafadī 
(d. 764/1362) and Dhahabī (d. 748/1347) who predate Qurashī (d. 775/1375)3 and it is also the 
one mentioned in many of the Nawāzil manuscripts.4 However, 376 is recorded by Wāʿiz Balkhī 
(d. after 610/1214), whose opinion, given that he precedes them all and was from Balkh itself,5 
we cannot completely disregard. Hence, Samarqandī’s death most likely occurred in 373/983, 
375/985 or 376/986.
Samarqandī died in Balkh, and he was laid to rest besides his teacher Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī 
(d. 362/973). It is reported that light was seen emanating from both their graves6 and that the 
traders of Balkh kept their businesses closed for a month in mourning and were talked out of 
doing so for a second month by the governor.7
Academic, educational and political environment of Transoxiana and Khurasan
Transoxiana, where Samarqand was located, had come under Sāmānid rule in 261/873 and 
remained that way until the later part of the fourth century.8 Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s entire 
life was thus spent under the Sāmānids. In Samarqand under the Sāmānids there, generally speak-
ing, were three social classes: the upper class, consisting of the ruling families and governors; the 
middle class, consisting of jurists, scholars and business people; and the general laity, consisting 
of labourers, those serving the ruling class and those working for the business people.9 Muqaddasī 
(d. around 380/990) praises these eastern lands as being the “most majestic of continents and 
home to a large number of scholars.” He says, “The jurists in this area had attained the status of 
kings [in the eyes of the people].”10 He also describes the beauty and prosperity of the place by 
1 That is, Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5.
2 Aside from the works quoted above that prefer this date, Van Ess mentions this year to the exclusion of all others. 
See Van Ess’s “Abu ’l-Layth.” Joseph Schacht does not show any preference and says that a variation of opinions has 
been recorded. See Schacht, “Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarkandī.”
3 Though only by about ten to thirty years, so they are still contemporaries.
4 Zaqqa prefers 375/986 on the basis that many of the manuscripts of Samarqandī’s works he consulted had this 
date, although he does not consider it definitive.
5 Even though the date has not been recorded by many others, which may indicate that his work was not widely 
available to the later biographers and hence many details about Samarqandī he mentions are not found in the later 
sources.
6 These details are recorded in Faḍā’il Balkh (pp. 311–32), while other sources only mention the place of death being 
Balkh. See for instance, Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:669; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:583; Maḥmūd ibn Amīr Walī (d. 
12/17th), Bakhsh-i Balkh, p. 125; Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya, p. 207; Ḥāṣafṭī, Tarjama Mashā’ikh al-Ḥanafiyya, p. 73; Nawāzil 
MS Manīsa 692 (Bāb al-Tārīkh), Murād Mullā 1179 (Bāb al-Tārīkh), Jārullāh 960 (Bāb al-Tārīkh). I have, however, heard 
unconfirmed verbal reports from colleagues who have visited Samarqand that a tomb ascribed to Samarqandī is found 
there too. However, I have not seen this documented in any of the biographical sources I consulted. He is mentioned 
twice in Muḥammad ibn ʿ Abd al-Jalīl al-Samarqandī’s Qandiyya, pp. 5, 49, but it does not mention his tomb being there.
7 This point is mentioned in Jehlamī’s Ḥadā’iq, p. 207, but there is no source cited. Jehlamī does not cite sources 
for individual details on the biographies he has collected. Some of the details he quotes on Samarqandī are only found 
in Wāʿiẓ Balkhī’s Faḍā’il Balkh and not in the other sources I consulted. However, it is difficult to say whether he con-
sulted Faḍā’il Balkh, since the information he has does not always completely correspond with it.
8 See W. Barthold’s Turkestan, p. 210; Yolande Crowe, “Sāmānids,” EI2, Brill, 2012, Brill Online (accessed: 13 March 
2012). Khurasan came under their control slightly later. Muqaddasī states that the first to exercise control over the 
entire area (Khurasan and Transoxiana) was Ismāʿīl ibn Aḥmad in 287/900 (see Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 337).
9 Shawqī Ḍayf, Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī 5: ʿ Aṣr al-Duwal wa ’l-Imārāt, al-Jazīrah al-ʿArabīyah, al-ʿIraq, Īrān, Cairo: 
Dār al-Maʿārif, (1400/1980), 5:498.
10 Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 260. See also, Zakariyyā ibn Muḥammad al-Qazwīnī (d. 682/1283), Āthār al-Bilād wa 
Akhbār al-ʿIbād, Beirut: Dār Ṣādar, n.d., p. 361.
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detailing its excellently laid-out towns, trees, lakes and large open areas, along with a praiseworthy 
justice system.1
The Sāmānids were Muslims of Persian origin. Although Islam was the religion of the major-
ity of the natives of the area, there also existed people of Magian, Christian and Jewish faiths,2 
and all enjoyed the freedom to openly practice their faiths. It is reported that after many Persian 
customs had been rooted out during the early years of Islam in Transoxiana, some of these began 
to resurface and gain currency. For instance, the festivals of the Summer Solstice (Nowroz) and 
Autumn Equinox (Mehrajan) began to be celebrated with open drinking and merry-making. The 
Jashn-e Sadeh (Fire Festival) became a public occasion each January.3
It is reported that, like many other places, due to increased prosperity and indulgence, many 
of the ills associated with them began to appear. People’s focus increased toward the world and 
focus on the Hereafter decreased and decadence set in. This created the need for preachers and 
exhorters to bring the heedless back to the teachings of the faith.4 Therefore, many preachers 
and exhorters arose, such as Abū Sahl al-Ṣuʿlūkī (d. 369/980)5 and Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī, 
to caution the people and inspire them back to a life of piety and God-fearingness. Samarqandī’s 
works Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn, and Qurrat al-ʿUyūn can be seen as direct responses 
to these problems. Additionally, many ṣūfīs rose to prominence and many spiritual lodges (khān-
aqāhs) were established.6
Among Muslim groups there were Muʿtazila7 who hailed from Nishapur, but they did not enjoy 
as much influence as their fellows in Baghdad. There also existed some Shīʿa8 and Karrāmiyya.9 
However, Muqaddasī says that the dominant school of thought in the area was that of the fol-
lowers of Abū Ḥanīfa.10 They held the reins of scholarship and were further strengthened by the 
Sāmānids juridical inclination toward the Ḥanafī school.11
1 Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 260.
2 Muqaddasī reports that there were more Jews in the area but few Christians (Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 323).
3 See Zaqqa, p. 28; Aḥmad ibn ʿAbd al-Wahhāb al-Nuwayrī (d. 733/1332), Nihāyat al-Arab fī Funūn al-Adab, 
Cairo: Dār al-Kutub wa ’l-Wathā’iq al-Qawmiyya. 1st Ed. (1423/2002), 1:185; A. Shapur Shahbazi, “Nowruz ii. In the 
Islamic Period,” Encyclopaedia Iranica, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/nowruz-ii (accessed: 19/8/2012); Anna 
Krasnowolska, Jashn-e Sadeh Fire Festival, Department of Iranian Studies, Jagiellonian University, Krakow, Poland, 
August 15, 2009. Available at http://www.cais-soas.com/CAIS/Celebrations/sadeh.htm and Encyclopaedia Iranica, 
http://www.iranicaonline.org /articles/sada-festival (both accessed: 19/8/2012).
4 As observed by Zaqqa, pp. 28–29.
5 Abu Sahl al-Ṣuʿlūkī, Muḥammad ibn Sulaymān al-Shāfiʿī al-ʿIjlī al-Naysābūrī al-Ashʿarī al-Ṣūfī of the Banū Ḥanīfa, 
the imam of Khurasan, among the jurists and scholars of kalām, tafsīr, and Arabic in his time. He accompanied Abū 
Isḥāq al-Marwazī in fiqh and Shiblī in taṣawwuf, and took ḥadīth from Ibn Khuzayma, Ibn Abī Ḥātim, Ibn al-Anbārī, 
and others (see Dhahabī, Al-ʿIbar fī Khabr Man Ghabar, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d., 2:132; Tārīkh al-Islām 
(Tawfīqiyya), 26:314; Yūsuf ibn Taghrībardī, Al-Nujūm al-Zāhira fī Mulūk Miṣr wa ’l-Qāhira, Egypt: Dār al-Kutub, 
Wizārat al-Thaqāfa wa ’l-Irshād, 4:136).
6 For instance, Hujwērī relates that he met three hundred ṣūfī shaykhs in Khurasan alone, “each one of them 
sufficient for the whole world” (ʿAlī ibn ʿUthmān Hujwērī, Kashf al-Maḥjūb, Eng. Trans. R.A. Nicholson, Lahore: 
Zia-ul-Quran Publications, 1421/2001, p. 260). 
7 For Muʿtazila, see ʿAbd al-Qāhir al-Baghdādī, Al-Farq bayn al-Firaq wa Bayān al-Firqat al-Nājiya, Beirut: Dār 
al-Āfāq al-Jadīda, 2nd Ed. (1977), pp. 91–100; Muḥammad ibn ʿ Abd al-Karīm al-Shahrastānī, Al-Milal wa ’l-Niḥal, Mu’as-
sasat al-Ḥalabī, n.d., 1:43 and onwards; “Muʿtazila,” EI2, Brill Online, 2012 (accessed: 20 December 2012). For Muʿtazila 
and the role of reason, see Andrew Rippins, Muslims: their religious beliefs and practices (Routledge, 2005), pp. 79–81.
8 For Shīʿa, see Shahrastānī, Al-Milal wa ’l-Niḥal, 1:157 and thereafter; W. Madelung, “Shīʿa,” EI2, Brill Online, 
2012 (accessed: 20 May 2012).
9 For Karrāmiyya, see ʿ Abd al-Qāhir al-Baghdādī, Al-Farq bayn al-Firaq, p. 202; Shahrastānī, Al-Milal wa ’l-Niḥal, 
1:108 and thereafter; C. E. Bosworth, “Karrāmiyya,” EI2, Brill, 2010 (accessed: 20 May 2012).
10 Muqaddasī’s Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 323.
11 W. Madelung discusses this in “The early Murji’a in Khurāsān and Transoxania and the spread of Ḥanafism,” 
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This was the fourth century, and the Islamic civilization had spread into many territories, not 
just to Baghdad, which was the capital of the ʿAbbāsid caliphate, but also into lands of the east. 
The relationship of the Sāmānids with the ʿAbbāsid caliphate in Baghdad was one of formal rec-
ognition; their rule was autonomous. The ʿAbbāsids may have felt that the Sāmānids were only 
amīrs (local governors) or mawālī (clients)1 or even just their ʿāmils (tax collectors), but within 
their own lands they were undoubtedly independent rulers.2
The Sāmānid rulers of the various territories in their empire surrounded themselves with 
scholars. They possessed great respect for knowledge and its people.3 Numerous lectures and 
classes were held throughout the cities, and scholars and students from outlying areas would 
come to benefit from the scholarship and avail themselves of the educational opportunities in 
Sāmānid lands. Classes were open to all and not just to a certain class, and many took advantage 
of this.4 Hence, Muqaddasī praises the people of Khurasan as the most insightful of people in 
jurisprudence, strict in adhering to the truth, and well-informed of good and evil. He adds that 
there was an abundance of resources, intellectual acumen, retentive memory and accuracy in 
opinion among them.5
The Sāmānids paid special interest to the development of libraries. Each of the larger mosques 
contained one. They were avid in the collection of rare books and encouraged authorship and 
translation. The Neoplatonic philosopher and physician Ibn Sīnā observed, as did Ibn Khallikān, 
that the Nūḥ ibn Naṣr al-Sāmānī library in Bukhārā was unique. He said it contained books that 
had been heard of but never seen and also works that had never been heard of in other areas. He 
said there were books he saw in it that he never found again anywhere else.6
It is no surprise then that some of the greatest and most renowned Islamic scholars hailed 
from these areas during Sāmānid times; ḥadīth scholars like Abū Dāwūd Sulaymān ibn al-Ashʿath 
al-Sijistānī (d. 275/889),7 Abū ʿĪsā al-Tirmidhī (d. 279/893),8 student of the famous Muḥammad 
ibn Ismāʿīl al-Bukhārī (d. 256/870),9 and Ibn Māja Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Ribʿī (d. 273/887);10 tafsīr 
scholars and lexicographers like ʿAbdullāh ibn Muslim ibn Qutayba al-Dīnwarī (d. 276/889)11 
and ʿUmar ibn Muḥammad al-Hamadhānī al-Samarqandī (d. 311/924);12 and theologians like 
Abū Manṣūr al-Māturīdī (d. 333/945).13 Jurists were also numerous: Aḥmad ibn Sahl Abū Ḥāmid 
Der Islam. Vol. 59, Issue 1, (1982), p. 39.
1 For mawālī, see Patronate and Patronage in Early and Classical Islam, ed. by Monique Bernards and John Nawas, 
Leiden: E.J. Brill, (2005); Ulrike Mitter, “Origin and development of the Islamic patronate”; Harald Motzki, “The 
Role of Non-Arab Converts in the Development of Early Islamic Law,” Islamic Law and Society, Vol. 6, No. 3 (1999), 
Brill, pp. 293–317; P. Crone, “Mawlā,” EI2, Brill Online, 2012 (accessed: 20 May 2012); Paul G. Forand, “The Relation 
of the Slave and the Client to the Master or Patron in Medieval Islam,” International Journal of Middle East Studies, 
Vol. 2, No. 1 ( Jan., 1971), Cambridge University Press, pp. 59–66.
2 See Barthold’s Turkestan, p. 236; Cf, p. 271.
3 Muqaddasī, Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 338.
4 Shawqī Ḍayf, ʿAṣr al-Duwal wa ’l-Imārāt, al-Jazīrah al-ʿArabīyah, al-ʿIraq, Īrān, 5:525.
5 Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 314.
6 For this and further details about literature during the Sāmānid period, see Barthold’s Turkestan, p. 9.
7 See ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad Ibn al-Jawzī, Al-Muntaẓam fī Tārīkh al-Mulūk wa ’l-Umam, Bei-
rut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1412/1992), 12:268; Muḥammad ibn Ḥibbān ibn Aḥmad al-Tamīmī, Al-Thiqāt, 
Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed. (1393/1973), 8:282; Al-Ansāb, 7:84.
8 See Ibn Ḥibbān, Al-Thiqāt, 9:153; Al-Ansāb, 3:42; Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, 2:154. 
9 Ibn Ḥibbān, Al-Thiqāt, 9:113; Tārīkh Baghdād, 2:322; Al-Ansāb, 2:107.
10 Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 6:625; Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, 2:155; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 13:277.
11 Al-Ansāb, 10:341; Tārīkh Baghdād, 11:411; Ibn al-Jawzī, Al-Muntaẓam, 12:276.
12 Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 7:241; Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, 2:207.
13 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 195; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:360.
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al-Balkhī (d. 340/951),1 Ibn Khuzayma al-Naysābūrī (d. 311/924),2 Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad 
Ḥākim al-Shahīd al-Marwazī al-Balkhī (d. 344/956),3 among others.
Therefore, the environment that Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī grew up and studied in was the 
ideal environment for his rearing as a proficient Islamic scholar. He obviously took full advantage 
of the opportunities since he became an important contributor to the Ḥanafī school through his 
works and helped to develop the school.
Scholarly position of Balkh
Samarqandī left his hometown of Samarqand4 and proceeded to undertake studies in Balkh.5 
Balkh at the time was probably the largest centre of scholarship in Sāmānid lands and was teeming 
with scholars. It had also become an established centre in the East for the study and development 
of the Ḥanafī school.6 In fact, scholarship from Balkh and Baghdad influenced the formation 
of schools in Samarqand and Bukhara after the establishment of the Sāmānids in Transoxiana.7
Students and scholars were highly respected in Balkh. Muqaddasī describes Balkh as a city of 
abundant knowledge, respect and honour for its scholars, a treasure trove of juridical learning 
and full of great legal jurists.8 Each of the city’s localities had its own Friday mosque, a muftī 
and a judge, a seminary and a bazaar.9 He says the city was called “Home of Jurisprudence” and 
“Juristic Insight” (Dār al-Fiqh and Dār al-Faqāha).10 It is reported to have had 1848 well-attended 
mosques, 400 seminaries, 1200 proficient muftīs, and 900 schools for children.11 It was therefore 
crowned with a number of other epithets too: Qubbat al-Islām (the Dome of Islam)12 and Umm 
al-Bilād (the Mother of Cities).13
Samarqandī gave preference to Balkh for his studies most likely because it was home to many 
great Ḥanafī jurists of the time and sufficed him from going elsewhere. As Mudarris says, the 
proportion of Balkhī scholars cited in Ḥanafī books on jurisprudence for their authoritative 
fatwās is relatively large. Their affinity to Abū Ḥanīfa was also stronger than to any other of his 
contemporary jurists.14 Kardarī (d. 827/1423) names at least fifteen Balkhī scholars who studied 
1 Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:414–415; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:112.
2 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:29; Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 7:243; Tadhkirat al-Ḥuffāẓ, 2:207.
3 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:37; Al-Ansāb, 8:187; Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 7:685.
4 Samarqand was also devastated by the Tatars and rebuilt by the Mongol Timur (d. 807/1405) in the 8/14th 
century. For the Timurid history of Samarqand and thereafter, see Roya Marefat, “The Heavenly City of Samarkand,” 
The Wilson Quarterly (1976-), Vol. 16, No. 3 (Summer, 1992), pp. 33–38.
5 Historically this city was known by the names of Bactra or Balhika or Bokhdi, and was the capital of Bactria. For 
the ancient history of the city and region, see Ancient history of Indo-Europeans, Eastern Iranic people, http://lukferi.
webs.com (accessed: 20 May 2012).
6 See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:128, 148, 151.
7 See History of the Civilization of Central Asia. Vol. IV, p. 83. This work appears to present Abu ’l-Layth al-Sa-
marqandī as a product of the schools of Transoxiana. While he was born there his studies in jurisprudence were all 
undertaken in Balkh which was part of Khurasan after which he remained there until he died. It is difficult to find any 
reference to his having studied jurisprudence in Samarqand before moving for Balkh.
8 Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 302 (fn).
9 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 50.
10 Dār al-Fiqh in Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad Ibn al-Bazzāz al-Kardarī, Manāqib al-Imām al-Aʿẓam, Hyderabad: 
Dā’irat al-Maʿārif, 1st Ed. (1321/1903), 2:242 and Dār al-Faqāha in Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 29.
11 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 21, 41; Mudarris, Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:32.
12 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 43.
13 Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:27, 33, 38 from Khalīlullāh Khalīlī, Ibn Baṭūṭa fī Afghānistān, Baghdad: Maṭbaʿa al-Jāmiʿa 
(1971). See also Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:44 for a list of the 16 titles Balkh has been given. 
14 See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:11.
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directly with Abū Ḥanīfa compared with only six or so from Samarqand. He then observes that 
scholars from other cities who studied with Abū Ḥanīfa would study with other scholars as 
well, but the people of Balkh would not equate anyone with the Imām and would confine their 
studies to him only.1 A similar observation is recorded from a scholar of Marw who adds that 
the inhabitants of no other city attended the gatherings of Abū Ḥanīfa as diligently as did the 
people of Balkh; they would not equate anyone else with him.2 Hence, Madelung remarks that 
Balkh became “the chief centre of Ḥanafite learning in the east.”3
Aside from the scholarly position of the city the inhabitants were also said to have been wel-
coming of outsiders, open-hearted and generous. The people of Balkh are described as possessing 
beautiful character, physical strength, intellect, bravery, high aspirations, soundness of opinion, 
avidness in dispensing justice, open-heartedness for spending in times of need and excellent 
social conduct.4 There were scholars, such as ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad al-Fārisī (d. 335/947), who would 
spend large amounts of their personal wealth behind their students5 along with treating them 
with respect and compassion.6
No doubt these characteristics could have helped Balkh to become a world-class city for schol-
arly endeavour and to facilitate scholarly pursuit for many. This is in addition to the reports of 
it being a city of natural beauty and rich with agriculture resources. For instance, it had a huge 
agricultural and manufacturing industry and was frequently visited by traders from as far as 
India.7 These characteristics added to the value of the city, especially for jurists, since such a pool 
of diverse expertise would provide them with many questions and inquiries to provide juridical 
assessments and responses to and help them hone their juridical skills.8
The achievement of Balkhī scholars was not restricted to the field of jurisprudence. There 
were numerous proficient Qur’ānic reciters (qurrā’), exegetes, ḥadīth scholars, judges, physi-
cians, grammarians, philosophers, theologians, dream interpreters, and ascetics.9 Mudarris lists 
from this city a Prophetic Companion, Rūmān al-Balkhī, known as Safīna,10 along with seven 
Successors (tābiʿīn), thirty-three Qur’ānic readers and exegetes, 111 ḥadīth scholars, twenty-four 
qāḍīs, twenty-eight ascetics and preachers, seventy-two jurists, eighteen grammarians, poets and 
philologists, and a number of scholars in other disciplines.11
Abū Yūsuf praised Abū Muṭīʿ al-Balkhī (d. 197/812 or 199/814) by saying that there was no 
one east of the Euphrates more proficient a jurist than him.12 This referred to a huge expanse of 
1 See Kardarī, Manāqib al-Imām al-Aʿẓam, 2:240–242.
2 As cited in Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:117 from Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār. 
3 W. Madelung, “The early Murji’a in Khurāsān,” p. 38.
4 Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 301. See also, Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 51; Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:33.
5 See Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 297. 
6 See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:41.
7 For these reports, see Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 50–52. See also, Aḥsan al-Taqāsīm, p. 304. 
8 S. Frederick Starr observes that “mighty Balkh” spread for miles and was larger than Paris, Rome, Beijing, or 
Delhi in its heyday. It had majestic palaces, solidly built homes, running water and was very rich due to the continental 
trade; its traders went as far as the Middle East, Europe, China, and deep into India. For this and an analysis of how 
Central Asia no longer retained its glory, see S. Frederick Starr, “Rediscovering Central Asia,” The Wilson Quarterly 
(1976–), Vol. 33, No. 3 (Summer, 2009), pp. 33–43. For an archeological review of the city, see Rodney S. Young, “The 
South Wall of Balkh-Bactra,” American Journal of Archaeology, Vol. 59, No. 4 (Oct., 1955), pp. 267–276.
9 See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:34–35.
10 He is reported to have died during the time of Ḥajjāj (Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 15:179).
11 He then goes on to list the well-known written works produced in the different subjects. See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 
1:49–112.
12 See Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 24.
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land that included the eastern part of Iraq beyond Baghdad, all of Khurasan and Transoxiana. 
The qāḍī of Baghdad Yaḥyā ibn Aktham al-Tamīmī al-Marwazī (d. 242/856 or 243/857) said 
that he had not seen any city with scholars and people of erudition like Balkh.1 The knowledge 
and proficiency in jurisprudence took the scholars beyond the level of just blind following of 
the founding imāms. When it was said to the jurist Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār (d. 326/938) that 
Muḥammad al-Shaybānī had ruled differently to him, he replied, “Muḥammad is a man and I am 
a man.”2 He is also reported to have differed with Abū Ḥanīfa in a thousand rulings.3 Samarqandī’s 
teacher Hinduwānī is reported to have had forty students, every one of which was an exemplar, 
had reached the status of ijtihād and was worthy of being appointed qāḍī.4
Teachers
Most biographical sources only mention the jurist Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī as being Samarqandī’s 
teacher.5 He was probably the single greatest influence on Samarqandī in jurisprudence, hence 
why his name alone is recorded. However, a reading of Samarqandī’s works reveal that he must 
have had a number of other teachers since he transmits directly from several scholars.6 The fol-
lowing is a study of some of those found in the various historical and biographical sources and 
Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn and Tafsīr.
Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd Allāh al-Hinduwānī (d. 362/973) of Balkh was considered 
the great shaykh of his time of the lands in the East. His insight into jurisprudence and the 
Ḥanafī school was so acute that he was titled Abū Ḥanīfa Junior (al-Ṣaghīr). He used to declare 
that if all the opinions of Abū Ḥanīfa, the Amālī of Abū Yūsuf, and the Nawādir and Ziyādāt of 
Muḥammad al-Shaybānī were to have been destroyed by fire, he would have been able to recompose 
them verbatim from his memory.7 He studied jurisprudence under Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn 
Abī Saʿīd al-Aʿmash (d. 340/951), whose chain went back to Abū Ḥanīfa, and he was consulted 
on difficult and complex juridical matters.8
Hinduwānī is quoted frequently by Samarqandī in the Nawāzil. Samarqandī’s chain of 
transmission goes through him to Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār to Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā (d. 268/882) to 
Muḥammad ibn Samāʿa (d. 233/848) to Abū Yūsuf.9 Another chain of transmissions can be seen 
as going through Hinduwānī to Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Abī Saʿīd al-Aʿmash to Abū Bakr 
al-Iskāf (d. 333/945 or 336/948) to Muḥammad ibn Salama (d. 278/891) to Abū Sulaymān al-Jūza-
jānī (d. after 200/815) to Shaybānī to Abū Ḥanīfa.10 These chains demonstrate a link between 
1 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 24.
2 Although a contemporary of his, Abū Bakr al-Iskāf, heard this and remarked, “How much difference there is 
between the two men!” it still goes to show the confidence in jurisprudence that had developed. Cited by Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn 
al-Nāhī from Najm al-Dīn Yūsuf al-Ḥāṣafṭī in his introduction to Khizānat al-Fiqh, 1:71.
3 For this, see entry on Ṣaffār in the biographical section below.
4 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 301.
5 As is the case in Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, MS fols. 115–7; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 
MS fol. 352; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 79 (pp. 275–6); Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:70; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya (Dār al-Arqam), 
p. 362; Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya, pp. 206–207; and Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312, which probably contains the most detail about 
his meeting with Hinduwānī. 
6 It is not necessary that everyone Samarqandī transmits from had to be his formal teacher with whom he spent a 
substantial amount of time, since it is possible that he may have heard the person preaching in a mosque a few times.
7 See Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 301; Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:91. 
8 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:193; Al-Ansāb, 13:432–433; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 73; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:46.
9 As recorded by Lakhnawī, Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 220 and Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, MS, fol. 115.
10 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:192–193; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:46.
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Samarqandī and the founding imām of the Ḥanafī school. Hence, he quotes frequently from 
Hinduwānī, Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā and Abū Yūsuf in his Nawāzil and from Abū ’l-Qāsim Aḥmad 
al-Ṣaffār and Ibn Samāʿa in his ʿUyūn.1
Hinduwānī’s range of teachers was broad and included many other prominent jurists of the 
Ḥanafī school like Ṣaffār, ʿ Alī ibn Aḥmad, and in particular Abū Bakr al-Aʿmash. He also narrated 
from Muḥammad ibn ʿAqīl (d. 316/928) and Isḥāq ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Qārī.2
He was well known for his fatwās. He is said to have had a high level of intelligence and jurid-
ical acumen and is reported as being proficient in resolving complicated juridical problems and 
obscure issues.3 Along with this he is reported to have possessed asceticism and piety.4 
His fame as a proficient jurist must have attracted many learners. Hence, Yūsuf ibn Manṣūr 
ibn Ibrāhīm al-Sayyārī transmitted Kitāb al-Mukhtalaf of Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār from him.5 Jaʿfar 
ibn Muḥammad ibn Ḥamdān (d. 323/935), Abū Isḥāq Ibrāhīm ibn Muslim ibn Muḥammad ibn 
Muḥammad al-Bukhārī, Abū ʿAbdillāh Ṭāhir ibn Muḥammad al-Ḥaddādī (d. 406/1015) and 
numerous others narrated from him.6
Hinduwānī taught primarily in Balkh, but reports exist of him traveling to other cities in 
Khurasan and Transoxiana.7 He died while in Bukhara in Dhū ’l-Ḥijja 362/973 at sixty-two.8 
His body was taken to Balkh and he was buried there on Friday with five days left to the end of 
the month.9
Samarqandī refers to him throughout the Nawāzil as “the Jurist Abū Jaʿfar” (Al-Faqīh Abū 
Jaʿfar) and does not refer to him as Hinduwānī. This indicates that he was renowned as “the 
Jurist Abū Jaʿfar” and that that title was sufficient as a reference. Hinduwānī is an ascription to 
Bāb Ḥinduwān, an area of Balkh where the young boys and girls who were brought from India 
would be housed.10
Hinduwānī left behind a number of works in jurisprudence, mainly consisting of commen-
taries on earlier works, like a commentary of Abū Yūsuf ’s Adab al-Qāḍī11 and one of Khaṣṣāf ’s 
(d. 261/875) book with the same name12 and a commentary of Shaybānī’s Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr.13 
Another work is Al-Fawā’id al-Fiqhiyya (or Fawā’id al-Faqīh Abī Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī)14 and a 
1 See Samarqandī, ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, p. 398 and 9, respectively.
2 See Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 63; Al-Ansāb, 13:433.
3 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:193; Al-Ansāb, 13:432; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 73; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:46.
4 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 73.
5 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:193.
6 Al-Ansāb, 13:432.
7 For instance, it is related that he once travelled from Balkh to Bukhārā, where he encountered Maydānī and 
Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Bukhārī. Upon returning, he was asked about the people of Bukhārā. He said, “I saw a jurist 
and a half jurist.” The jurist he said was Maydānī and the half jurist was Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl. When asked why, he 
replied, “Because Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl does not know arithmetic, while Maydānī is proficient in it. Muḥammad ibn 
al-Faḍl subsequently studied the subject and became expert in it. See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:193–194; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, 
Ṭabaqāt, 2:46, fn. 48.
8 Tāj al-Tarājim p. 63; Al-Ansāb, 13:432; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 73; Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya, p. 202; Faḍā’il Balkh, 
p. 299. The Karachi (Mīr Muḥammad Kutub Khānā) edition of Qurashī’s Jawāhir has 362/973, in line with the other 
sources, while the Giza (Hajar) edition has 392/1002, which appears to be a typo.
9 See Nawāzil (MS Malik Saud), fol. 193. See also, Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 63; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:192–194, Had-
iyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:47.
10 Al-Ansāb, 13:433.
11 Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:458, (however, he has the name as Hindāwī); Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:47.
12 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:46.
13 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:563.
14 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1300, 1301; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:47; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:458.
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work on complicated juridical problems called Kashf al-Ghawāmiḍ fi ’l-Furū’,1 which has been 
considered “very unique.”2
Dhahabī in his Tārīkh records that Samarqandī transmits from “Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn 
Ashraf al-Bukhārī and his contemporaries.”3 In his Siyar, he records the name as Muḥammad 
ibn al-Faḍl ibn Unayf al-Bukhārī.4 However, he does not provide any other information about 
him.5 Dhahabī also mentions Samarqandī’s Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, so consulting it revealed that 
among all the instances where Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl is cited, there appears only one instance 
where Samarqandī has the addition “ibn Aḥnaf.”6 This addition is not found in Samarqandī’s 
Tafsīr even though he transmits quite frequently from Ibn al-Faḍl, which leads us to conclude 
that Dhahabī’s source of information must have been Samarqandī Tanbīh, and he may not have 
possessed other information about him and the name could have been distorted from Aḥnaf.7 
It is maybe also due to this reason that Dhahabī, who is normally very thorough, only mentions 
that “Samarqandī relates from Ibn al-Faḍl and his contemporaries” without going into details. 
However, he makes him out to be a Bukhāran scholar while Samarqandī does not mention this 
but adds the agnomen Abū Jaʿfar a few times in his Tafsīr.8
The single source from which Samarqandī relates multiple narrations in his Tanbīh and his 
Tafsīr is Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl. It could be surmised from this that he must have remained in 
his company for a while and therefore it is important for us to learn more about him.9 I looked 
for scholars with this name and discovered three in the 4/10th century. The earliest of these is 
Abū Bakr (or Abū ʿ Abdillāh) Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn al-ʿAbbās al-Balkhī the ascetic. He was 
originally from Balkh but settled in Samarqand, and died in 319/931, nearly a hundred years before 
the death of the third namesake I found. None of the biographical sources consulted record him 
as an exegete, though he is renowned as an ascetic.10 The second is Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn 
al-Faḍl al-Faḍlī al-Kamārī al-Bukhārī (d. 381/991), who was a famous jurist.11 The third is Abū 
Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn Muḥammad ibn Jaʿfar ibn Ṣāliḥ al-Rawwās al-Balkhī, who was a 
famous Qur’ānic exegete. He authored Al-Tafsīr al-Kabīr and died in either 413/1022 or 415/1024 
or 416/1025,12 at least thirty years after Samarqandī.
1 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1493; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:47; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:458.
2 See Qurashī, Tahdhīb al-Asmā’ al-Wāqiʿa, p. 174.
3 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:583.
4 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 12:333.
5 We searched for various combinations with Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Bukhārī and Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn 
Ashraf. We only found a Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn ʿAṭiyya al-Bukhārī, but he died much earlier in 180/796 (Tārīkh 
al-Islām (Tadmurī), 11:25).
6 See Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, MS Azhar 307071, fol. 4.
7 It is also possible that the manuscript consulted by Dhahabī of the Tanbīh may have contained Unayf. Among 
the manuscript copies we consulted, one has Unayf (see MS Leipzig or380, fol. 4) while the other has Aḥnaf (see MS 
Azhar 307071, fol. 4). Therefore, it is difficult to determine the correct rendering of the grandfather’s name.
8 For instance, see 1:202 and 205 of the Zaqqa edition.
9 Pakatchi and Rabbani also identify Muḥammad ibn Faḍl ibn al-Aḥnaf as being one of Samarqandī’s main teachers 
but do not provided any more details on him (see “Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
10 See Dhahabī, Al-ʿIbar, 1:121; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 14:524; Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Sulamī, 
Ṭabaqāt al-Ṣūfiyya, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2nd Ed. 1424/2003, pp. 171 and thereafter; Sirāj al-Dīn ʿ Umar Ibn 
al-Mulaqqin’s Ṭabaqāt al-Awliyā’, Cairo: Maktaba al-Khānjī, 2nd Ed. (1415/1994), pp. 300–301; Ibn al-Jawzī, Al-Mun-
taẓam, 13:303; Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 4:29; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1219; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 280–288.
11 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:300; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:37; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1294; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:52.
12 See Suyūṭī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mufassirīn, ed. ʿAlī Muḥammad ʿUmar, Cairo: Maktaba Wahba, 1st Ed. 1396/1976, pp. 
112–3; Adnarwī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mufassirīn, p. 105; Dāwūdī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mufassirīn, 2:224; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 28:408; 
Al-Ansāb, 6:177; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:615; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:308; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 323–325.
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Zaqqa’s opinion is that Samarqandī transmits from Ibn al-Faḍl the ascetic. However, he makes 
him out to be a well-known exegete who had written Al-Tafsīr al-Kabīr and then builds a thesis 
that Samarqandī must have studied exegesis from him in Samarqand before travelling to Balkh. 
He says that he was probably also a major spiritual influence on him since he was known for his 
asceticism.1 The latter point is probable because the ascetic was originally from Balkh and had 
then settled in Samarqand, and he could have been the inspiration behind Samarqandī’s travel 
to Balkh, which he himself had left. However, Zaqqa has clearly confused the ascetic with the 
later exegete Ibn al-Faḍl al-Rawwās, since some of his cited sources refer to the earlier ascetic 
and others to the later exegete. For instance, Qurashī’s Jawāhir and Qārī’s Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 
which he cites, both refer to the exegete and record that he had written a book on Islamic doctrine 
for the ruler Maḥmūd ibn al-Subuktagīn.2 Ibn al-Subuktagīn was born in 360/970 and died in 
421/1030,3 which makes it untenable that the ascetic who died in 319/931 could have written it 
for him. Additionally, the sources record the later Ibn al-Faḍl as being the author of Al-Tafsīr 
al-Kabīr,4 which Zaqqa attributed to the earlier namesake. Although he has certainly confused 
the two scholars, it is not impossible that the earlier ascetic was also an exegete and could have 
taught Samarqandī both asceticism and exegesis. However, it would require for Samarqandī to 
have lived till at least seventy or so for this to have been possible.5 Hence, Zaqqa’s thesis that 
Samarqandī transmits from Ibn al-Faḍl the ascetic is still viable.
This could be strengthened by the following: the majority of transmissions from Muḥammad 
ibn al-Faḍl, in both Samarqandī’s Tafsīr and Tanbīh, go through Muḥammad ibn Jaʿfar al-Karābīsī, 
who then relates almost exclusively from Ibrāhīm ibn Yūsuf.6 I was unable to find any biographical 
details on this Karābīsī. But Ibrāhīm ibn Yūsuf, the brother of ʿ Īṣām ibn Yūsuf, who was a Ḥanafī 
jurist and student of Abū Yūsuf, is recorded to have died in 239/853 or 241/855.7 This indicates 
that his student Karābīsī most likely lived to the latter part of the third century, making it possible 
for the earlier ascetic to have transmitted from him but not for the later exegete.
Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl also transmits from Muḥammad ibn Khuzayma al-Baṣrī, the shaykh 
of Abū Jaʿfar al-Ṭaḥāwī, who died either in 276/8898 or 296/908.9 Notwithstanding either date 
of death, it would have been impossible for even Ibn al-Faḍl al-Kamārī the jurist to have trans-
mitted directly from him, since Kamārī is recorded to have been eighty when he died in 381/991,10 
which means he was born only in 301/913, after Ibn Khuzayma’s death. Therefore, it is a fortiori 
1 See Zaqqa, pp. 57–60.
2 See Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:615; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:308.
3 See Ibn al-Athīr, Al-Kāmil fī ’l-Tārīkh, Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al-ʿArabī, 1st Ed. (1417/1997), 7:731; Ibn al-Jawzī, 
Al-Muntaẓam, 15:211.
4 As in Suyūṭī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mufassirīn, pp. 112–3; Adnarwī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mufassirīn, p. 105; Dāwūdī, Ṭabaqāt al-Mu-
fassirīn, 2:224; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 28:408; and Al-Ansāb, 6:177.
5 Which is also not impossible, but that is if we go by the earliest recorded dates of death for him and dismiss as 
inaccurate the reports discussed earlier of him dying at fifty-five.
6 This occurs at least twenty-five times in his Tafsīr (Dār al-Fikr). For instance, see 1:11, 12, 36, 67, 104, 271, 289, 
297, 509. It also occurs over a hundred times in his Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn (Damascus: Dār Ibn Kathīr, 3rd Ed., 1421/2000). 
For instance, see pp. 23, 25, 35, 36, 57, 60, 67, 68, 69, 76, 103, 130, 141, 145.
7 For Ibrāhīm ibn Yūsuf, see appendix 2.
8 As reported by Dhahabī in his Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 20:444.
9 As reported by Ibn Yūnus al-Miṣrī in his Tārīkh, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1421/2000), 2:203. We 
could not find a date in any other source to corroborate either of the two dates.
10 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:300.
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impossible for the exegete Ibn al-Faḍl al-Rawwās, who died some forty years after Samarqandī 
(around 415/1024), to have transmitted directly from him.
Our inquiry has thus led us to a Balkhī scholar named Ibn al-Faḍl who was an ascetic as being 
the teacher of Samarqandī. However, an issue still lingers. Samarqandī also cites “Muḥammad 
ibn al-Faḍl” in his Nawāzil, and only in the first instance as “Shaykh Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl 
al-Bukhārī.”1 This corresponds with Dhahabī’s record of Ibn al-Faḍl being a Bukhāran scholar. Of 
the three scholars I identified, only the second was Bukharan. So who is Samarqandī referring to 
in the Nawāzil? It is plausible to assume that since the Nawāzil is a fiqh text Samarqandī is citing 
the jurist Ibn al-Faḍl al-Kamārī, who was his contemporary, and therefore distinguishes him as 
being Bukhāran from the outset so he is not confused with the Balkhī Ibn al-Faḍl he transmits 
from in his other two works. Therefore, it is the earlier Ibn al-Faḍl al-Balkhī the ascetic who 
Samarqandī cites in his Tafsīr and Tanbīh and Ibn al-Faḍl al-Kamārī the jurist in his Nawāzil.
After Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl, Samarqandī transmits frequently from Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad. As 
with Ibn al-Faḍl, Samarqandī does not see the need to clarify who he was. However, this time there 
is much detail to be found on him in other sources. He is Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad 
ibn al-Khalīl the Qāḍī Abū Saʿīd al-Sijzī (d. 368/979), who is recorded as having transmitted 
from the famous ascetic Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Sarrāj (d. 313/925)2 and from Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Baghawī 
(d. 317/929)3 and Muḥammad ibn Khuzayma.4 He was also known as Ibn Jank and was a Ḥanafī 
jurist5 recorded as the Shaykh al-Ḥanafiyya, imām and erudite scholar of high rank by Dhahabī 
and Samʿānī.6 He officiated as qāḍī of various cities in Transoxiana including Samarqand and had 
travelled extensively to Iraq, Khurasan, the Levant and the Hejaz, in pursuit of knowledge studying 
under many different scholars and mastered many sciences. He was the author of several works 
and debated on numerous issues. He was also a preacher and known too for his eloquent speech 
and poetry. He died at the age of eighty-nine in Farghāna or Samarqand.7 Samarqandī appears to 
have acquired much from him, especially in the realm of asceticism and piety, as can be gauged 
from the transmissions from him in his exegesis and Tanbīh.8 He may have also benefited from 
him in jurisprudence though there is hardly a mention of him in the Nawāzil.9
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 13.
2 For Sarrāj, see Suyūṭī, Ṭabaqāt al-Ḥuffāẓ, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1403/1983), p. 314; Ṣafadī, 
Al-Wāfī, 2:132.
3 For Baghawī, see Tārīkh al-Islām 23:538; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:674; but see Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:444, which has 
313/926 as the death date.
4 Al-ʿIbar, 2:151; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:623; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 12:407; Yūsuf Ibn Tagh-
rībardī, Al-Nujūm al-Zāhira 4:153; Al-Ansāb, 7:83; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 27; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:178–180; Al-Ṭabaqāt 
al-Saniyya, 3:216–219; Al-Aʿlām, 2:314.
5 Ibn Taghrībardī, Al-Nujūm al-Zāhira, 4:153. 
6 Al-ʿIbar, 2:163; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:623; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 12:407; Al-Ansāb, 7:83.
7 Al-ʿIbar, 2:163; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:623; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 12:407; Ibn Taghrībardī, 
Al-Nujūm al-Zāhira 4:153; Al-Ansāb, 7:83; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 27; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:178–180; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Sani-
yya, 3:216–219; Al-Aʿlām, 2:314. Sijzī’s date of death has been given as 378/989 in all of these sources except Qurashī’s 
Jawāhir. Both Zaqqa (pp. 57–60) and Van Ess have preferred 368/979, the latter explicitly considering 378/989 
incorrect (see Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth”).
8 For instance, see Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn (Dār Ibn Kathīr), pp. 35, 46, 57, 85, 86, 97, 103 and his Tafsīr (Dār al-Fikr), 
1:36, 48, 75, 105, 115, 118.
9 There is, however, another scholar with a similar name but different ancestors: Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad ibn Ismāʿīl 
al-Sijzī. He is recorded as having been a qāḍī and the Shaykh al-Islām and resort of people in Balkh and that he trav-
elled extensively and acquired jurisprudence. He transmitted from Abū ʿ Abdillāh al-Fārisī. See Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 
3:214, where Tamīmī states that this is all that is known about him. See also Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:178, and Suyūṭī, 
Tadrīb al-Rāwī 2:182. Zaqqa has apparently mixed up the two individuals again, since he presents all the details that 
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A study of Samarqandī Tafsīr and Tanbīh reveal that other than the scholars above he trans-
mits directly from at least twenty-three other scholars who were most likely ascetics or exegetes 
or both.1 He also transmits directly from several jurists in his Nawāzil. These jurists have been 
discussed along with all the others he cites in the work in the biographical section (appendix 
2). He therefore transmits directly from many more scholars in his Tafsīr and Tanbīh probably 
because lectures on asceticism were less formal and delivered by many different scholars, local or 
visiting, in the mosques and other public places. He could have attended many of these lectures 
and hence transmitted the narrations he heard there.2
Mapping Samarqandī’s journey for sacred knowledge and his academic life
There is too little information available to map clearly Samarqandī’s journey for knowledge.3 
However, it is established that he left Samarqand for further studies and travelled to Balkh. This 
must have been after studying under his father and scholars in Samarqand like Muḥammad ibn 
al-Faḍl and Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad. Since he relates much from his father, Ibn al-Faḍl and Al-Khalīl 
in his works on asceticism like the Tanbīh and in his Tafsīr, it could be assumed that the bulk of 
these studies and writings were produced in Samarqand or at least some of the material for them 
was gathered there before he departed for his study of jurisprudence to Balkh. He probably then 
met with his father and Al-Khalīl, who was his contemporary, whenever he returned to Samarqand 
to visit his family and continued to update his works or wrote them later.
His departure from Samarqand may have come initially at the encouragement of his father 
or even Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl, who was originally from Balkh, or it may have been of his own 
are found on the former but records his grandfather’s name as Ismāʿīl, which is that of the latter, while his cited sources 
confirm that they are about the former Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn al-Khalīl al-Sijzī and not about the 
unknown Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad ibn Ismāʿīl al-Sijzī.
1 Here is a non-exhaustive list of these authorities: ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Warrāq, Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn 
Ḥamdān, Abū ’l-Qāsim ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥammad al-Shābādhī (or Shamadhī), Ḥākim Abū ’l-Faḍl Muḥam-
mad ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Ḥaddādī (d. 388/998), Abū ’l-Qāsim ibn Muḥammad ibn Mardawayh, Abū ’l-Qāsim ʿUmar 
ibn Muḥammad, Abū Naṣr al-Dabūsī Manṣūr ibn Jaʿfar the Jurist, Abū ’l-Qāsim ʿĪsā, Muḥammad ibn ʿAqīl, Ibrāhīm 
ibn Aḥmad, Isḥāq ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Qārī, Abū ’l-Ḥasan Qāsim ibn Muḥammad ibn Barzawayh, Abū ’l-Ḥusayn 
al-Farrā’, ʿAbdullāh ibn Ḥibbān al-Bukhārī, Ḥākim Abū ’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Sardarī (or al-Saradī), Ḥākim 
Abū ’l-Faḍl, Abū ’l-Ḥasan Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Mandūst (d. 364/975), Muḥammad ibn Saʿīd al-Marwazī, 
Isḥāq ibn Ibrāhīm al-Qaṭṭān, Abū Ibrāhīm Muḥammad ibn Saʿīd, Qāsim ibn Muḥammad ibn Rūzabah, Abū Ibrāhīm 
al-Tirmidhī, Abū ’l-Faḍl ibn Abī Ḥafṣ, ʿUmar ibn Muḥammad, Abū al-Ḥasan ibn Ḥamdān, Abū Ṭāhir Muḥammad 
ibn Dāwūd. 
This is sufficient to gauge the broad scope of scholarship of Samarqand and Balkh that Samarqandī benefited from 
and took advantage of and who must have helped to mould him into who he was. However, since these are narrators 
from his Tanbīh and Tafsīr and not from his Nawāzil, an inquiry into these authorities are the subject of a separate 
study, as it is beyond the scope of this work. Zaqqa, who has edited the Tafsīr of Samarqandī, has only provided details 
of a few and listed several of the others in a footnote (see pp. 62–64.). Therefore, a study of these individuals could 
throw further light onto Samarqandī’s education and how he acquired his knowledge, whether first in Samarqand or 
Balkh, his status as a ḥadīth scholar and maybe also any possible travels he undertook. For another potential teacher, 
Muḥammad ibn Sahl al-Naysābūrī, see section on travels below. Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”) 
cite Hujwērī’s Kashf al-Maḥjūb as recording that Samarqandī was a disciple of Abū ʿĀlī al-Ḥasan ibn ʿAlī al-Jurjānī, 
while reference to the work reveals that it was Ibrāhīm al-Samarqandī rather than our author Naṣr al-Samarqandī. See 
ʿAlī ibn ʿUthmān al-Jullābī al-Hujwērī, Kashf al-Maḥjūb, Arabic trans. Isʿād ʿAbd al-Hādī Qandīl, Cairo (1394/1974), 
p. 360; English trans. R. A. Nicholson, Lahore: Zia-ul-Quran Publications (2001), p. 229.
2 One point to note is that since he cites many of the same authorities in both his Tafsīr and Tanbīh and others 
in his Nawāzil, he may have written the former two works at around the same time, maybe even in Samarqand before 
turning his attention more to jurisprudence.
3 If a thorough study were to be undertaken of his works, clues could be found within his writing to do a more 
accurate mapping, since the biographical literature on him is insufficient. This could be the subject of a future research.
30
volition, as many travelled away from their homeland for seeking knowledge. The following report 
from Wāʿiẓ Balkhī throws some light on his choice of Balkh.1 It is reported that Samarqandī 
departed Samarqand and was on his way to Marw to acquire knowledge. When he reached the 
Oxus River (Amu Daria) he saw the Prophet Muḥammad  in his dream, who told him to proceed 
to Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī in Balkh and acquire jurisprudence from him. As soon as he woke 
up, he set off in the direction of Balkh and reached the city a little after midnight. The jurist Abū 
Jaʿfar had recently taken up work as a gate keeper and used to spend the money he received behind 
acquiring knowledge. His nights would be spent in studying knowledge and reading the Qur’ān. 
The night that Samarqandī reached Balkh, Abū Jaʿfar was overcome by sleep and saw a dream in 
which the Prophet  informed him that he had instructed Samarqandī to come and study under 
him and he had now arrived so he should get up and open the gate. Abū Jaʿfar quickly awoke 
and went down from the fort and opened the gate. At this Samarqandī thought how kind and 
considerate the people of the city were that they opened the gate promptly without any trouble 
and did not make people wait. He said “Peace be upon you” to Abū Jaʿfar, who replied by saying 
“And peace be upon you, O Abū ’l-Layth.” Samarqandī, astonished, asked how Abū Jaʿfar had 
known of his arrival and who had informed him of his agnomen as there had not been any previous 
acquaintance with him. Abū Jaʿfar replied, “I have been informed of your name and agnomen by 
the same person who sent you to me to learn jurisprudence, Muḥammad the Messenger.” At this 
Samarqandī embraced Abū Jaʿfar and shook his hand. He then settled there to study.2
From this it appears that Samarqandī had first selected Marw as his destination for knowledge 
possibly because it was one of the most famous cities of Khurasan and renowned for its knowl-
edge and scholars as Ḥamawī’s glowing tribute to it reveals.3 However, he was diverted by the 
dream he saw to Balkh where he successfully acquired jurisprudence under the jurist Hinduwānī. 
We are told by Ḥāṣafṭī that Samarqandī studied with Hinduwānī, then returned to Samarqand. 
However, he immediately returned to Balkh and settled there to teach and stayed there for “as 
long as God wanted him to.”4 
His love for his teacher and his newly developed proficiency in jurisprudence probably brought 
him back to Balkh, which appeared to be more advanced in jurisprudence than Samarqand.5 
Here he continued to benefit from its rich juridical heritage and wrote his juridical works while 
also teaching students. His Nawāzil shows that he collected a vast amount of the fatwās of the 
Balkhī jurists of more than a century. He may have desired to eventually go back to Samarqand, 
but if the report cited earlier is accurate, he did not live to an advanced age. Death overtook him 
in Balkh and he was buried next to his mentor Hinduwānī.
Students and narrators
Samarqandī returned to Balkh, and if he taught there for many years he would have had many 
students and transmittors of his works. Due to the dearth of biographical data on him, not much 
information is readily available on this either. I attempt here to study the details surrounding his 
1 The distance between Samarqand and Balkh today is approximately 480 km.
2 This incident is found in Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 313–314.
3 Marw or Merv, now known as Mary, in present-day Turkmenistan. See Merriam-Webster’s Geographical Diction-
ary, 3rd Ed. (1997), p. 713. There are two places with this name, Marw al-Rūdh and the larger Marw al-Shāh-i Jān, most 
likely the latter intended here. See Muʿjam al-Buldān, 5:112–116.
4 Ḥāṣafṭī, Tarjama Mashā’ikh al-Ḥanafiyya (in Nāhī’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Khizānat al-Fiqh), p. 73.
5 See section on “Scholarly Position of Balkh” above.
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students from the scant information that is found. One of those mentioned as being Samarqandī’s 
students is Luqmān ibn Ḥakīm ibn al-Faḍl, who is said to have transmitted his Tafsīr, Bustān and 
Tanbīh from him and was himself a jurist and ascetic just as Samarqandī was.1 His transmission 
of these works and his being a jurist and ascetic indicate that he may have been a very close stu-
dent of Samarqandī and remained with him for enough time to have also become an ascetic and 
jurist. From Luqmān, Abū Ḥafṣ Muḥammad ibn Ibrāhīm al-Baladī al-Akhsīkatī is reported to 
have transmitted Samarqandī’s works indicating that he was a student of Luqmān.2
Abū Mālik Tamīm ibn Farīnām ibn ʿ Alī ibn Zurʿa al-Khaṭīb is also reported to have transmitted 
some works from Samarqandī. Although, I was unable to find an independent biographical entry 
on him he is mentioned in the biographies of other scholars, where it is reported that he transmit-
ted the books of Samarqandī to a number of others. Among them were Abū Bakr Muḥammad 
ibn ʿAbd al-Malik al-Khaṭīb al-Māsakānī,3 Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Bukhārī,4 and Abū ʿAlī 
Ḥasan ibn ʿAlī al-Wakhshī (d. 471/1078).5 Abū Mālik is also found in other transmissions from 
Samarqandī6 and therefore appears to be the more prolific narrator of Samarqandī’s works among 
those I have found.
A ḥadīth scholar and jurist Abū ʿ Abdillāh Ṭāhīr ibn Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn Naṣr al-Mar-
wazī al-Ḥaddādī al-Bukhārī (d. 406/1015), author of ʿUyūn al-Majālis,7 is also reported to have 
transmitted Samarqandī’s works from him. Although originally from Bukhārā, he had settled in 
Bazda in the vicinity of Nasaf in Transoxiana.8 He is recorded as having narrated traditions in 
the main mosque of Balkh,9 which shows that he visited Khurasan. This is where he likely met 
Samarqandī and acquired the transmission of his works from him. A large number of people 
are reported to have then transmitted on from him.10 Like Samarqandī he was also a preacher 
in asceticism and wrote a book on the subject, and this may have helped to foster a relationship 
between the two or he was influenced by Samarqandī.
Dhahabī and Qurashī record another scholar, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān 
1 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:718. Zaqqa records this as Luqmān ibn Ḥakīm ibn Ḥalaf al-Farghānī, even though 
he quotes the same source.
2 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:718 under Luqmān. Unfortunately, we were unable to find any additional details on 
an Akhsīkatī under this name. However, there are two other better known Akhsīkatī scholars, who both died around 
520/1126 (See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:280, 281, 992). We can gauge from this that they may have been contemporaries of our 
narrator from Luqmān, since it appears that it was the generation in which inhabitants of Akhsīkat, a city in Farghāna 
(Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 8:54), attained scholarship in various fields.
3 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:139–140; ʿAbd al-Karīm ibn Muḥammad al-Samʿānī, Al-Taḥbīr fī ’l-Muʿjam al-Kabīr, 
Baghdad: Ri’āsa Dīwān al-Awqāf, 1st Ed. (1395/1975), 1:559.
4 ʿAbd al-Karīm ibn Muḥammad al-Rāfiʿī al-Qazwīnī, Al-Tadwīn fī Akhbār Qazwīn, ed. ʿAzīzullāh al-ʿUṭāridī, 
Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya (1408/1987), 1:345.
5 Al-Taḥbīr fī ’l-Muʿjam al-Kabīr 1:554; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 36:443; Abū ’l-Falāḥ ʿ Abd al-Ḥayy ibn Aḥmad 
al-ʿAkarī, Shadharāt al-Dhahab fī Akhbār man Dhahab, Beirut: Dār Ibn Kathīr, 1st. Ed (1406/1986), 5:307; Hadiyyat 
al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:277; Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:72, 78.
6 See Nasafī, Al-Qand, p. 328, under the entry of Abū Muḥammad ʿ Ubaydullāh ibn Jaʿfar al-Bazdawī who appears 
to have head from Abū Mālik or was his student.
7 See Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, Tabṣīr al-Muntabih bi Taḥrīr al-Mushtabih, ed. Muḥammad ʿAlī al-Najjār. Beirut: 
Al-Maktaba al-ʿIlmiyya, 1:308; Muḥammad ibn ʿAbdullāh al-Qaysī al-Dimashqī (Ibn Nāṣir al-Dīn), Tawḍīḥ al-Mush-
tabah fī Ḍabṭ Asmā’ al-Ruwāt wa Ansābihim wa Alqābihim wa Kunāhum, Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 1st Ed. (1993), 
2:238; Al-Ansāb, 4:81; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:429; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1187. The Ansāb and Tawḍīḥ al-Mushtabah record 
the date of death as 406/1015, while Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn has it as being around 410/1019.
8 Al-Ansāb, 2:201; Dimashqī, Tawḍīḥ al-Mushtabah, 2:238.
9 See ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥasan Ibn ʿAsākir, Muʿjam al-Shuyūkh, Damascus: Dār al-Bashā’ir, 1st Ed. (1421/2000), 2:817; 
Dimashqī, Tawḍīḥ al-Mushtabah, 2:238.
10 See Dimashqī, Tawḍīḥ al-Mushtabah, 2:238.
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al-Tirmidhī, as a narrator of Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn from Samarqandī.1 He appears to have been a 
grandson of the famous Ṣūfī and ḥadīth scholar Muḥammad ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥakīm al-Tirmidhī (d. 
255/868) and lived to over 110 years.2
Abū ’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Khuzāʿī, who was a preacher and most likely from 
Bukhārā, is cited by the Mālikī Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ (d. 544/1149) as saying that Samarqandī related the 
whole of his Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn to him.3 Furthermore, Abū Sahl Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad is in 
the opening chain of transmission of Samarqandī’s Tafsīr as his narrator and was most likely 
another of his students.4 Finally, Samarqandī’s son who appears in a chain of transmission from 
him would most certainly have been his student.5
Although this provides us some idea of his students, it is still very difficult to get a complete 
idea of Samarqandī’s teaching tenure, his teaching style, where he taught or the number of his 
students. In fact the paucity of information puts into question whether or not Samarqandī had 
many students. If a proficient jurist like Samarqandī were to have taught students in a place like 
Balkh at a time when the development of the Ḥanafī school was taking place, there should have 
been many students, students who would have been expected to convey the juridical tradition and 
transmit his works to the next generation and beyond Balkh. However, all we find is obscure and 
incomplete detail of less than a handful of narrators and students. If the biographical and histor-
ical works on Balkh and Khurasan are not extant today there should still have been information 
available about Iraqi scholars who may have come to study under him, or under his students or 
grand-students. However, this is not available, and we could be led to believe that Samarqandī 
may not have been a very public preacher or famous teacher in a seminary to whom scores of 
students would flock. Rather, while certainly teaching some classes,6 he may have dedicated most 
of his time to studying and writing. Hence, we do not find reports of large numbers of students 
in the biographical sources, but we do find an extensive corpus of written works from him.7
1 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:583, 37:420; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 19:470. See also, Dimashqī, Tawḍīḥ 
al-Mushtabah, 2:76, 3:112. Qurashī records the name as Abū Bakr ibn Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Zaydī 
(Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:290) which would make him the son of the Abū Bakr recorded by Dhahabī and Samʿānī (in 
his Ansāb, 13:193). However, there seems to be an error, since the same Isḥāq ibn Muḥammad al-Khaṭīb al-Nūḥī is the 
narrator from Abū Bakr in both sources. So it is unlikely that two separate individuals are being cited here. Qurashī’s 
version appears incorrect, since it records only the agnomen: “Abū Bakr son of Muḥammad son of ʿAbd al-Raḥmān,” 
while the others have both the agnomen and the first name “Abu Bakr Muḥammad son of ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān.” It appears 
therefore that the word ibn has inadvertently crept into Qurashī’s version and caused the confusion. The editor of the 
Jawāhir, Ḥulw, also notes this discrepancy by pointing out that it is Abu Bakr Muḥammad son of ʿAbd al-Raḥmān in 
Kashf al-Ẓunūn, too (see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:290, fn. 3).
2 See Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 35:422, where this is mentioned in the entry of Abū Ibrāhīm al-Nasafī al-Nūḥī, 
while there appears no other detailed entry on him in either his Tārīkh or Siyar. His name is recorded in Dhahabī’s 
Siyar (Ḥadīth, 14:343) as “Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Muqri’ nāfila Muḥammad ibn ʿAlī al-Tirmidhī.” It is 
similarly recorded in the Bashshār edition of his Tārīkh (11:288), while in the Tadmurī edition (35:422) it reads nāqila 
in place of nāfila. Similarly, in Samʿānī’s Ansāb (13:193), the editor notes that his original read nāfila but he changed it 
to nāqila. However, I prefer nāfila, which in this context clearly means grandson or descendent (of the more famous 
Ḥakīm al-Tirmidhī), as also used in the Qur’ān (see Abū Manṣūr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn al-Azharī al-Hirawī, 
Tahdhīb al-Lugha, Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1st Ed., 2001, 15:256; Lisān al-ʿArab, Beirut: Dār Ṣādar, 3rd Ed., 
1414/1993, 11:672) and see no need for changing it to nāqila. For Ḥakīm al-Tirmidhī, see Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:15; 
Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1979. Ziriklī records his date of death to be around 320/932 in Al-Aʿlām, 6:272.
3 Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ ibn Mūsā al-Yaḥsubī al-Sabtī, Al-Ghunya, Fihrist Shuyūkh al-Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ, ed. Māhir Zuhayr Jarrār, 
Beirut: Dār al-Gharb al-Islāmī, 1st Ed. (1402/1982), pp. 90–91.
4 See Zaqqa, 1:202. We could not find any other details on this narrator. See also, 1:66.
5 See section on “Father, Children and Family Background” above.
6 As can be seen from accounts of interaction between him and some of his students in the Nawāzil (see fol. 24).
7 Also, as discussed earlier, there is no record of him associating with the ruling class of the time, taking up a 
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Furthermore, although his books may have been transmitted to some extent during his life-
time, it was more likely after his death when they spread beyond Khurasan to Iraq. The following 
account is very revealing and indicates his popularity in sixth-century Baghdad; more than a 
century after his death. The vizier Abū ’l-Muẓaffar Yaḥyā ibn Muḥammad ibn Hubayra, born 
in 499/1105, died sometime in the 6/12th century in Baghdad. His family was forced to sell his 
books after his death due to some circumstances they faced. Ibn al-Jawzī relates that among the 
vizier’s books, his copy of Samarqandī’s Bustān was found embellished in gold. It was on sale for 
ten dīnārs. Someone present remarked that it was very cheap for ten dīnārs.1 This indicates that 
not only had some of his works made it to Baghdad, but were also held in such high esteem as 
to have been gilded.
Additionally, we find that in sixth-century Baghdad, there was already a mosque named after 
Samarqandī called Masjid al-Faqīh Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī, at which the renowned ṣūfī of 
the Chishtī order Muʿīn al-Dīn Ḥasan al-Sijzī al-Ajmērī (d. 627/1229) delivered his spiritual 
discourses, which were attended by other well-known scholars.2 It is otherwise surprising that a 
prolific writer like Samarqandī with such depth of knowledge and proficiency in many disciplines 
would have so few students.
Contemporaries
Sometimes it is possible to get a better understanding of a scholar by studying his contemporaries 
and those that came before and after him. This provides insight into the scholarship of a given 
time. It provides perspective on the interests of people in a particular science or their adherence 
to a particular school. That Samarqandī left a great city like Samarqand to study in Balkh shows 
the importance of Balkh as a centre of jurisprudence. Samarqandī not only lived during the time 
of the early development of the Ḥanafī school but, as we shall see, during the time of the devel-
opment of other disciplines too.
The following is a discussion of some of the famous scholars who were Samarqandī’s con-
temporaries and died either in the same decade as him or in the decades just before or after him. 
This does not include Samarqandī’s teachers, who have already been discussed above. Among his 
contemporaries was the well-known jurist Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī, who died 
in Baghdad about three years before Samarqandī in 370/980. He is considered to be of the aṣḥāb 
al-takhrīj3 and was one of the greatest Ḥanafī scholars of Baghdad of his era.4 Just as Samarqandī 
is oft-cited for his opinions and preferences in the later works of jurisprudence, so is this Iraqi 
scholar, who was a student of the famous muftī of Iraq Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Karkhī (d. 340/951).5 
Karkhī had left a legacy of written works and a number of students who were proficient jurists and 
who were all contemporaries of Samarqandī and his teachers. Hence, another of Karkhī’s students 
judicial position anywhere or any other official appointment.
1 See Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 38:334. Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 15:174.
2 See ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Ḥasanī, Nuzhat al-Khawāṭir wa Bahjat al-Masāmiʿ wa ’l-Nawāẓir, Beirut: Dār Ibn Ḥazm, 
1st Ed (1420/1999), 1:114 under the entry of Quṭb al-Dīn ibn Kamāl al-Dīn al-Kaʿ kī al-Ūshī, who attended his gather-
ings. For Muʿīn al-Dīn al-Ajmērī, see Nuzhat al-Khawāṭir 1:91, where there are two other dates of death reported too: 
632/1234 and 633/1235 at the advanced age of ninety-five.
3 For aṣḥāb al-takhrīj, see Chapter 3, “Classification of jurists in the Ḥanafī School.”
4 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:50; Tārīkh Baghdād, 5:513; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:412–415; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍi-
yya, 1:220–224; Shīrāzī, Ṭabaqāt al-Fuqahā’, 1:144; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:66; Asmā’ al-Kutub, 1:22; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 
2:1032, 1627; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 6.
5 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:493–494.
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contemporaneous to Samarqandī was the scholar of Hamadhānī origin Abū Ḥāmid al-Marwazī, 
better known as Ibn al-Ṭabarī (d. 377/987). He studied under Karkhī and other teachers in Iraq 
and then settled in Bukhārā, taking up the post of qāḍī.1 There were also Abū ʿAlī al-Shāshī (d. 
344/955) and Abū Bakr al-Dāmighānī (d. after 340/951), who also studied under Ṭaḥāwī,2 Abū 
’l-Ḥusayn Qaḍī of the Two Sanctuaries (d. 351/962), who was originally from Nishapur and 
regarded the unrivalled shaykh of the Ḥanafīs of his time;3 and the Bukhāran scholar and qāḍī 
of Nasaf Abū ’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Kindī al-Sardarī al-Bukhārī (d. 370/980),4 who is 
cited by Samarqandī for his transmissions from his teacher Karkhī. Although Karkhī was in Iraq, 
people from Khurasan and Transoxiana travelled to Baghdad to study under him. We could 
therefore assume an influence of Karkhī through these students on the scholarship of Khurasan 
and we see Samarqandī citing Karkhī in his Nawāzil through his students.
The Ḥanafī school had spread far and wide by the third century and another Ḥanafī scholar 
from Samarqandī’s home town was Abū Naṣr Manṣūr ibn Jaʿfar al-Muhallabī al-Azdī al-Sa-
marqandī (d. 352/963), who was considered the jurist and muftī of Samarqand, unsurpassed in 
fatwās during his time.5 Samarqandī says he heard from him directly, which indicates that the 
former either visited Balkh or the meeting occurred during a visit to Samarqand by Samarqandī 
himself.6 Yet another contemporary jurist, as discussed earlier, cited by Samarqandī, is Abū Bakr 
Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Kamārī (d. 381/991),7 whose fatwās are included in many of the later 
fatwā collections; people would travel from far and wide to study under him.8
The above indicates a widespread interest in the study of Ḥanafī jurisprudence from Baghdad 
and Rayy in Iraq, to Bukhārā, Samarqand, Nasaf and Shāsh in Transoxiana, and Balkh, Dāmighān 
and Nishapur in Khurasan. Hence, it provided the perfect environment for Samarqandī to have 
been nurtured and trained in and to then accomplish as much as he did. There were many who 
benefited from this environment and the scholars who immediately followed benefited from the 
work begun by their predecessors and furthered it. Therefore, soon after Samarqandī many scholars 
continued the work and also left behind lasting influence on the Ḥanafī school. Among them 
were Abū ʿAlī Ḥusayn ibn al-Khaḍir al-Nasafī (d. 424/1032), considered the unrivalled imām of 
his time9; Abū ʿ Alī Ḥusayn ibn ʿ Abdillāh Ibn Sīnā (d. 428/1036), philosopher and prolific author 
of works in a number of sciences10; Abū ’l-Ḥusayn al-Qudūrī of Baghdad (d. 428/1037), renowned 
author of the Mukhtaṣar in jurisprudence11; Abū Zayd al-Dabūsī (d. 430/1038 or 432/1040), 
1 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāṭ, with editor’s notes, 2:52.
2 For these two, see Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāṭ, with editor’s notes, 2:42–44,
3 “Two Sanctuaries” refers to the cities in present-day Saudi Arabia of Makka and Madīna, where he was the qāḍī 
for a time. See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāṭ, with editor’s notes, 2:53.
4 Al-Ansāb, 7:122 (however, the agnomen here is Abū ’l-Ḥusayn); Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:552 (although it is ʿ Alī 
ibn al-Ḥasan here).
5 See Al-Ansāb, 12:501; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:509.
6 This may have been the case, since one manuscript has “in Samarqand” in place of “Samarqandī” after his name 
(see Nawāzil, fol. 21), and in another place he says, “Abū Naṣr Manṣūr ibn Jaʿfar was asked in Samarqand ….” (see 
Nawāzil, fol. 10).
7 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:300; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:37.
8 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:37, and editor’s notes to the same. See also, entry on him in appendix 2.
9 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1227, 1301; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:56, and editor’s notes to the same.
10 He is being mentioned here because he appears in Ḥanafī ṭabaqāt works as a Ḥanafī jurists, having acquired 
Ḥanafī fiqh along with his other studies. See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:63–64; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:58–59, and 
editor’s notes to the same.
11 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:247–250; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:83–85.
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author of Taqwīm al-Adilla and Kitāb al-Asrār1; Shams al-A’imma al-Ḥulwānī (d. 448/1056 
or 449/1057), author of the Mabsūṭ2; and Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Nāṭifī (d. 446/1054), author of the 
Wāqiʿāt.3 All these people left an indelible mark on posterity.
Travels
It was common for historians to record visits of scholars to various cities, for it showed the 
exchange and transfer of knowledge. However, it is difficult to find definitive mention of any visit 
by Samarqandī to anywhere outside of Balkh and Samarqand. A single report is found in Khaṭīb 
al-Baghdādī’s (d. 463/1070) Tārīkh Baghdād, related by Taqī al-Dīn al-Tamīmī (d. 1005/1597) 
in his Ṭabaqāt, that a person by the name of Naṣr ibn Muḥammad Abū ’l-Layth al-Bukhārī the 
Ascetic (zāhid) visited Baghdad and transmitted ḥadīth on the authority of Muḥammad ibn 
Muḥammad ibn Sahl al-Naysābūrī (d. 388/998). Tamīmī says that Baghdādī did not mention a 
death date for him nor did he relate anything else about him but surmises that this could have been 
one of the two Naṣrs.4 Referring to Khaṭīb’s Tārīkh reveals that he later records the entire chain of 
transmission and a story about Abū Ḥanīfa from this Naṣr.5 Of the two Naṣrs it would have to be 
Samarqandī the jurist who could have sat in his company, since Samarqandī the Ḥāfiẓ died much 
earlier. If the above is true about Samarqandī, it means that he went on from Nishapur (or after 
returning to Balkh) to Baghdad and transmitted what he had heard from Naysābūrī. Naysābūrī 
was considered the imām of the Ḥanafīs of his time in Khurasan.6 Zaqqa theorizes that this visit 
to Baghdad probably occurred during his journey to the Holy Sanctuaries, during which he is 
related to have presented his Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn at the grave of the Prophet Muḥammad  and 
then to have had the dream in which the Prophet  gave him the title of Faqīh, as recorded by 
Kafawī.7 Although this is all possible, I am not fully convinced of this thesis since it is based on a 
vague and isolated report, and the names do not completely match either, since Khaṭīb records it 
as Naṣr ibn Muḥammad Abū ’l-Layth al-Bukhārī and not Samarqandī. The name Naṣr with the 
agnomen Abū ’l-Layth were not uncommon in Transoxiana, as discussed earlier, and this could 
have been another scholar.
Native language
All the books of Samarqandī appear to have been written in Arabic. We do not find a single title 
in Persian or other language. It is clear then that Samarqandī wrote and spoke Arabic, as that 
was the language of Islamic scholarship in the lands of Khurasan and Transoxiana just as it was 
in Iraq and the Levant.8 However, hailing from Samarqand, where the language was not natively 
Arabic, he must have spoken one of their local languages. Nāhī argues that Samarqandī’s native 
language was most likely the Turkic language of the region. He posits that the people of Arab 
and Persian decent in Transoxiana composed the ruling class and were not generally engaged in 
the study of the sciences. It was the poorer natives that pursued these studies. Since Samarqandī 
1 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:62, along with editor’s notes; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:499.
2 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:59–61, along with editors notes; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:429; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 52.
3 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:63–64, along with editors notes; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:297–298.
4 That is, Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī the Ḥāfiẓ or the Faqīh. See Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, MS fol. 353.
5 See Tārīkh Baghdād, 15:411, 487.
6 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:325 (1490); Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 27:177.
7 See Zaqqa, p. 53 and Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, MS fol. 115.
8 See Yolande Crowe, “Sāmānids,” EI2.
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hailed from Samarqand, he had to be from the native Turkic people and not of original Arab or 
Persian ancestry, and thus he most certainly spoke one of the local Turkic languages.1 
Wāʿiẓ Balkhī reports that the language in Balkh was primarily Dari Persian2 and since 
Samarqandī resided there for so many years he had to have learned the language. It was also the 
preferred language of the Sāmānids3 and it is possible that Samarqandī may have learned it from 
Samarqand. Hence, Samarqandī quotes Persian poetry and other expressions in his works and 
was certainly multilingual.4
Conclusion
In this chapter I have attempted to study the life and scholarship of a scholar who is more known 
through his writings than through any detailed biography. In collating the small bits of infor-
mation found in various sources, I have endeavoured to gain some insight into his family and 
personal background, his profile, the educational milieu he lived and wrote in, those who may 
have inspired and been inspired by him, and an insight into his journey for sacred knowledge to 
the city of Balkh. I have identified and discussed his three main teachers and seven of his students 
and narrators and feel that a broader study needs to be undertaken on the other twenty-seven or 
so he narrates from that could have been his teachers.
Although a more accurate portrait can be put together if more historical sources are found and 
made available from the author’s area and time, I think this chapter has to some extent provided 
a sufficient synopsis of Samarqandī’s life and scholarship. Chapter 2 will go further to provide a 
survey of his writings, about which more is known, and chapter 4 should provide a better under-
standing of his Nawāzil in particular.
1 Nāhī’s speculation is supported by Richard N. Frye and Aydin M. Sayili in their study of the language of the 
people of Transoxiana and Khurasan in “Turks in the Middle East Before the Saljuqs,” Journal of the American Oriental 
Society, Vol. 63, No. 3 (Jul.–Sep., 1943), pp. 194–207. Furthermore, Frye remarks that Persian “had begun to assume the 
role of a lingua franca, especially for merchants” in Sogdia and Khwarazm. See Richard N. Frye, History of the Persian 
Language in the East (Central Asia), http://www.richardfrye.org/files/History_of_the_Persian_Language_in_the_East.
pdf (Accessed: 20 May 2012).
2 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 29. Mudarris agrees with this (Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:43), as do Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth 
al-Samarqandī”). Ibn al-Nadīm (d. 385/995 or 388/998) also states that the language of the people of Balkh was Darī 
Persian. See Muḥammad ibn Abī Yaʿqūb Isḥāq al-Nadīm, Kitāb al-Fihrist, ed. Raḍā Tajaddud al-Māzindarānī, Beirut: 
Dār al-Masīra, 3rd Ed (1988), p. 15.
3 Darī Persian is reported to have been spoken as early as the 3rd/9th century, and Arabic books ordered to be trans-
lated into Darī by the Sāmānid Naṣr II in the same century. See Gilbert Lazard, “Dari,” Encyclopædia Iranica, Online 
Edition, November 17, 2011, available at http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/dari (accessed: 24 June 2012). Mudarris 
quotes that the Balkhī language was considered an excellent language except for a few words and was suitable for written 
correspondence. But cf. “Dari,” Encyclopaedia Iranica, where it states that Pārsī was displeasing, especially Darī. It is 
possible, though, that the Balkhī dialect of it may have been an exception based on Mudarris’s quote. See also, R. N. 
Frye, “Darī,” EI2, Brill, 2012 (accessed: 13 March 2012); Yolande Crowe, “Sāmānids,” EI2, Brill, 2012 (accessed: 13 March 
2012). Here Frye seems to assert that the term Darī had gone out of use by the time of the Mongol conquests of Iran. 
However, this is the name of the Persian dialect used by many in Afghanistan today. See Ch. M. Kieffer, “Afghanistan 
v. Languages,” Encyclopaedia Iranica, Online Edition, July 22, 2011 (accessed: 24 June 2012).
4 See Samarqandī, Khizānat al-Riwāya, p. 435. Van Ess also cites the Persian content of this work but quotes the 
page as 434, while it is 435 (Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth”). He cites a Persian proverb in his Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn (Beirut: Dār 
al-Arqam, n.d., p. 25) and devotes a chapter to the superiority of the Arabic language over all others in his Bustān 
and conveys an unfavorable opinion about Persian (Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn, Beirut: Dār al-Arqam, n.d., p. 39). Pakatchi and 
Rabbani, likely with reference to this section, state that Samarqandī “regarded his mother tongue as unreliable” (“Abū 
al-Layth al-Samarqandī”), assuming it to be Persian. However, if Nāhī’s opinion is correct, Persian was not his mother 
tongue. See also, Nawāzil, fols. 55, 76, 77, 78.
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Chapter 2
Sa m a rqa n dī’s Lit er a ry Legac y
Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī mastered many Islamic sciences and wrote distinguished works in 
them. Scholarly citations of his works indicate that they had received much popularity in the 
centuries after his death.1 Although there is not much biographical data on him, he did leave 
a number of treatises that reflect his views, focus and expertise. Many of his works survive in 
manuscript in various libraries around the world, especially in Turkey and Egypt, and there are 
multiple copies to be found of many of his works, including his Tafsīr, Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, Bustān 
al-ʿĀrifīn, Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt, and the Nawāzil.2 This shows a proliferation of these works for 
many centuries after his death. However, some of his works, such as Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, Bustān 
al-ʿĀrifīn and Tafsīr, continue to be published. Many of his other works, including his Nawāzil, 
remain unpublished as of this century.3
Samarqandī’s works can be divided into the following general categories: asceticism, spirit-
uality and good conduct; theology; jurisprudence; Qur’ānic exegesis; and miscellaneous works. 
These represent the bulk of the main Islamic disciplines. Samarqandī’s contribution to this wide 
range of disciplines indicates a well-rounded scholar. Though he is probably best known for his 
specialization in Ḥanafī fiqh, as represented by many of his works, he clearly does not appear to 
be engrossed only in abstract legalistic discussions. His focus encompassed the inner dimensions 
of spirituality and asceticism too, and works on spirituality and eschatological matters like the 
Tanbīh, Bustān and Mufriḥ al-Qulūb bear witness to this.
The few available reports on him demonstrate that he practiced what he preached and appear 
to justify his title as “the ascetic.” It is related that he once departed from Samarqand to study and 
took along with him a camel-load of cleansing stones4 from his personal land. When asked, he 
explained that he was on his way to study sacred knowledge and would be needing the stones so 
that he would not have to take them from someone else’s property.5 This, if true, demonstrates 
1 For a discussion on this, see chapter 4, “Impact and influence of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil on fatwā collections of 
the centuries immediately after him” and “The influence and significance of Samarqandī’s juridical works in general 
on the later fiqhī works.”
2 For instance, see Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, Vol. 1, Part 3, pp. 104–114; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:44–50.
3 Unfortunately, in the absence of a reliable index of Samarqandī’s works, it is not always easy to establish the 
authenticity of each attribution as also echoed by Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
4 Stones or clumps of dried mud to be used for cleaning the private parts after relieving oneself. 
5 See Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 313. A more detailed version of this story is found in Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya. It is related that 
once while on a business trip, Samarqandī’s caravan was accosted by robbers. When going through their merchandise, 
the robbers found a few bags of cleansing stones and inquired about their purpose. The people of the caravan pointed 
to Samarqandī. He informed them that they were from his personal land and were for use on the journey so he would 
not have to pick them from someone else’s property. The robbers were greatly touched by his scrupulousness, and it 
put the fear of God in their hearts. They returned everything they had intended to rob from the caravan (p. 207). We 
prefer the version of Balkhī because it is more in line with the established facts of Samarqandī traveling from his home-
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his scrupulousness, which also extended to other aspects of his life. It is reported that never in 
his life did he pass through the paper market without being in the state of ritual ablution. This 
was so that he would not touch a piece of paper that might have verses of the Qur’ān or sacred 
knowledge written on it without being in the state of ritual purity.1 He also remarked that from 
the time he was able to distinguish between his right and left hand he never spoke a lie or inten-
tionally intended harm to anyone.2
It could also be observed that his interest and absorption in spirituality and the esoteric 
sciences did not lead him to neglect the external sciences like jurisprudence and theology. Hence, 
his important juridical contributions like the Nawāzil, Khizānat al-Fiqh, ʿUyūn al-Masā’il and 
Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt are testimony to this, and his Tanbīh could be seen as a synthesis of the 
inner and outer dimensions of Islamic practice, since it covers both. J. Schacht considers him “a 
very successful author in several fields of the Islamic sciences.”3 Van Ess refers to him as “produc-
tive Hanafite jurist, author of a Koran commentary and of popular paraenetical works,”4 while 
Brockelmann refers to him as a scholar who engaged in “all the religious sciences like beliefs, 
jurisprudence, Qur’ānic tafsīr and preaching.”5 His works therefore indicate a well-rounded, 
balanced, sagacious personality from whom both scholars and general laity could seek benefit 
in both the inner and outer dimensions of religion.
Works on asceticism, spirituality and good conduct
The majority of these works remain unpublished but cover a broad range of topics. A title Manāqib 
al-Awliyā’ (Excellences of the friends of God)6 indicates that the author had an interest in the 
gnosis of God. There is a work on the virtues of Ramaḍān, Faḍā’il Ramaḍān,7 and on remembrance 
of the Hereafter and eschatology, Daqā’iq al-Akhbār fī Bayān Ahl al-Janna wa Aḥwāl Ahl al-Nār 
(The Subtleties of narrations in the exposition of the people of the Gardens and the conditions 
of the people of the Fire).8 There is also a short treatise on enumerating the minor and major sins 
called Muqaddima fi Taʿdād al-Kabā’ir wa ’l-Ṣaghā’ir, which is essentially a short list of thirty-six 
enormities and thirty minor sins.9
town to Balkh for knowledge rather than for trade, even though both versions can be easily reconciled. He may have 
intended to do some business to fund his studies during the same journey, or it was a separate journey altogether. It is 
not easy to determine the authenticity of this report, as it is not widely reported and is found only in these two works, 
which do not cite their sources. It is also unlikely that Balkhī’s work is the source for Jehlamī, since the narratives are 
different and indicate that the latter took from another source. The narrative itself, though, is sufficiently plausible 
and can be expected of someone like Samarqandī with his inclination toward asceticism.
1 Wāʿiẓ Balkhī, after relating this, observes that “it is sufficient proof of his excellence and virtue that he would 
honour sacred knowledge and the rulings of the religion to this extent” (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 313).
2 Ḥadā’iq al-Ḥanafiyya, p. 206.
3 See Schacht, “Abu ’l- Layth al- Samarqandī.”
4 See Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth.”
5 See Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:44.
6 A manuscript of a Turkish translation of this work exists in the British library. See L. D. Barnett’s “Oriental 
Manuscripts and Printed Books,” The British Museum Quarterly, Vol. 6, No. 2 (Sep., 1931), pp. 55–56.
7 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27.
8 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:113; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:50. ʿ Arabī, an editor of Samarqandī’s 
Qurrat al-ʿUyūn, considers the Daqā’iq to most likely be of the same content as the last chapter of the Qurra. See Sayyid 
ʿArabī’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Qurrat al-ʿUyūn, Manṣūra: Dār al-Khulafā’, n.d., p. 9.
9 It has been published as an appendix in Nāhī’s edition of Samarqandī’s ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il. See Samarqandī, ʿ Uyūn 
al-Masā’il, pp. 487–489. Zaqqa (p. 80) cites a comment of Ḥājī Khalīfa on this book, but the cited page in Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn contains the entry on Samarqandī Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1795).
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Of this category Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn (Warning the heedless)1 and Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn (Garden 
of the gnostics)2 have been very popular. The Tanbīh is an extensive work consisting of counsels 
on the inculcation of praiseworthy traits like repentance, generosity and feeding the poor and 
the eradication of blameworthy traits like arrogance and falsehood. This is followed by an expli-
cation of the virtues of many aspects of Muslim conduct and worship and a discussion of some 
eschatological matters. The author begins each section by presenting the verses of the Qur’ān and 
Prophetic narrations on the issue, followed by statements of the Companions (ṣaḥāba), Successors 
(tābiʿūn) and other authorities and follows it up with his own comments. As with other works in 
this genre,3 it has been charged with containing many extremely weak and fabricated narrations.4 
The use of weak narrations for persuasion (targhīb) and dissuasion (tarhīb) purposes may be jus-
tified, as has been opined by Ibn Ḥanbal, Ibn Maʿ īn and other ḥadīth scholars, but not so the use 
of fabricated narrations and extremely weak ones.5 The obvious benefit of this work, despite such 
shortcomings, can be gauged from the proliferation of this work. It continues to be published, 
translated and sold a thousand years after it was authored.6
Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn also includes discussions on ethics and jurisprudence. In the introduction, 
Samarqandī declares it “an essential primer that one cannot remain ignorant of.”7 It has discus-
sions on a number of juridical and theological issues, medicine, epistemology, social etiquette, 
1 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:487; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312; Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 82, 230; Al-Aʿlām, 
8:27; Barnāmij al-Maktaba al-ʿAbdaliyya [wa ’l-Ṣādiqiyya], Tunis: Jāmiʿ al-Zaytūna al-Aʿẓam, (1908), 3:316–7; Tāj 
al-Tarājim, p. 79; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:544–5; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:112–113; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:49; 
Muḥammad ʿĪsā Ṣāliḥiyya, Al-Muʿjam al-Shāmil li ’l-Turāth al-ʿArabī al-Maṭbūʿ, Cairo: Al-Munaẓẓama al-ʿArabiyya li 
’l-Tarbiya wa ’l-Thaqāfa wa ’l-ʿUlūm (1993), 3:204.
2 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:243; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312; Asmā’ al-Kutub, pp. 82, 230; Al-Aʿlām, 
8:27; Tāj al-Tarājim, p, 79; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:139, 545; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:111–112; Tārīkh al-Adab 
al-ʿArabī, 4:48; Fihris al-Azhariyya (Al-Maktabat al-Azhariyya: Fihris al-Kutub al-Mawjūda bi ’l-Maktabat al-Azhariyya 
1365/1946), Cairo: Maṭbaʿat al-Azhar, 1365/1946), 3:667; Al-Muʿjam al-Shāmil, 3:204. Ṣalāḥ al-Nāhī mentions a title 
as Ustādh al-ʿĀrifīn (Teacher of the gnostics), for which he says a manuscript exists in Mosul (see his introduction to 
Samarqandī’s Khizānat al-Fiqh, p. 43). However, this title is not mentioned elsewhere and does not sound very intuitive 
either and therefore sounds like a corruption of Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn.
3 For instance, Ghazālī’s Iḥyā’ and Abū Ṭālib Makkī’s Qūt al-Qulūb, which has caused many defences and ref-
erence works to be composed. See for instance, Muḥammad al-Ḥāfiẓ ʿAbd al-Laṭīf Sālim al-Tijānī, Nūr al-Yaqīn fī 
Takhrīj Aḥādīth Iḥyā’ ʿUlūm al-Dīn, Cairo: Zāwiya Tījāniyya, n.d., which is an effort to combine both ʿIrāqī and 
Zabīdī’s referencing of the Iḥyā’; Muḥammad ʿAqīl ibn ʿAlī al-Mahdalī, Al-Imām al-Ghazālī wa ʿIlm al-Ḥadīth, Cairo: 
Dār al-Ḥadīth, 1st Ed. (1418/1998); James Robson, “al-Ghazali and the Sunna,” Muslim World, 45, 1955, s. 324–333; 
Muḥammad Yūnus Jōnpūrī, Al-Yawāqīt al-Ghāliyah fī Taḥqīq wa Takhrīj al-Aḥādīth al-ʿĀliya, ed. Muhammad Ayyub 
Surti, Leicester: Majlis Daʿwat al-Ḥaqq, 2nd Ed. (1430/2009), pp. 129–130; Erik S. Ohlander, “Abū Ṭālib al-Makkī,” 
EI3, Brill Online, 2012 (accessed: 6 June 2012).
4 See Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:583; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:487.
5 For this and the conditions and parameters of their usage for such purposes, see Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī: Al-Kifāya fī 
ʿIlm al-Riwāya, Madīna: Al-Maktaba al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d., pp. 133–134; Al-Jāmiʿ li Akhlāq al-Rāwī wa Ādāb al-Sāmiʿ, Riyadh: 
Maktabat al-Maʿārif, n.d., 2:90; Sakhāwī, Fatḥ al-Mughīth bi-Sharḥ Alfiyyat al-Ḥadīth li ’l-ʿIrāqī, Cairo: Maktabat 
al-Sunna, (1424/2003), 1:349–350; Suyūṭī, Tadrīb al-Rāwī fī Sharḥ Taqrīb al-Nawāwī, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 
1st Ed. (1417/1996), 1:162; Ṭāhir ibn Ṣāliḥ al-Samʿūnī al-Jazā’irī, Tawjīh al-Naẓar ilā ʿUṣūl al-Athar, Ḥalab: Maktabat 
al-Maṭbūʿāt al-Islāmiyya, 1st Ed. (1416/1995), 2:653; Nūr al-Dīn Muḥammad ʿIṭr al-Ḥalabī, Manhaj al-Naqd fī ʿUlūm 
al-Ḥadīth, Damascus: Dār al-Fikr, 3rd Ed. (1418/1997), pp. 291–295; ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥammad 
al-ʿUthaym, Taḥqīq al-Qawl bi ’l-ʿAmal bi ’l-Ḥadīth al-Ḍaʿīf, Madīna: Al-Jāmiʿa al-Islāmiyya, (1405/1984).
6 There is a translation in Urdu (Multan: Maktaba Ḥaqqāniya, translated by ʿAbd al-Majīd Anwar, n.d.) and a 
recent one in English published as The Admonition for the Neglectful (translated by Afzal Husain Ilyas et al, Karachi: 
Darul Ishaat, 2007). It was translated into Turkish before 1040/1630 and also into Persian (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:487), 
and a manuscript of a Turkish translation is held by Columbia University (see Nicholas N. Martinovitch’s “Arabic, 
Persian and Turkish Manuscripts in the Columbia University Library,” pp. 219–233).
7 See Samarqandī, Bustān al-ʿĀrifīn, Cairo: Maṭbaʿa al-Maymaniyya, (1311/1894), p. 2. The Dār al-Arqam edition 
is missing his introduction.
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dream interpretation, etiquette of the qāḍī, ḥadīth narration, and even a chapter on the virtue 
of jurisprudence over all other sciences.1 This again goes to highlight Samarqandī’s interest in 
jurisprudence. Qurrat al-ʿUyūn wa Mufriḥ al-Qalb al-Maḥzūn (The coolness of the eyes and the 
gladdener of the grieving hearts) is also an eschatological manual primarily concerning caution 
against prohibited acts and encouragement for observing the obligations by highlighting the 
punishments for major sins. It also provides a reminder for the Hereafter through a discussion on 
Paradise and Hellfire.2 Risāla fi ’l-Ḥikam (A treatise on the aphorisms) is on the wisdoms behind 
certain events mentioned in the Qur’ān and in the Prophetic biography (sīra),3 and there is Qūt 
al-Nafs fī Maʿrifat al-Arkān al-Khams (The nourishment of the souls through the knowledge of 
the five integrals),4 most likely pertaining to the five integrals of Islam.5
Works on theology
There are a number of titles that appear to fit into this category. A published work attributed to 
Samarqandī is Sharḥ al-Fiqh al-Absaṭ (Exposition of the extensive knowledge), a commentary on 
the famous theological tract attributed to Abū Ḥanīfa.6 This work has been mistakenly ascribed 
to Abū Manṣūr al-Māturīdī in some editions7, but its ascription to Samarqandī is also doubtful.8 
Nevertheless, it is an intermediate level work on Islamic theology in which the author’s simple 
and lucid style is on display. Another popular work is Bayān ʿAqīdat al-Uṣūl (Exposition of 
the belief in the fundamentals), also known as the ʿAqīda (Creed) or Risāla fī Uṣūl al-Dīn (A 
Treatise on the fundamental of religion),9 which was introduced in the West toward the middle 
of the nineteenth century and received much attention.10 An anonymous commentary on this 
1 See Ibid. Zaqqa (p. 85) says that Ḥājī Khalīfa considers it a book on ṣūfīsm; however, the page cited of his Kashf 
does not corroborate this; only a general description is given (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:243).
2 ʿArabī states that this work is also known as ʿUqūbat Ahl al-Kabā’ir (Punishing the perpetrators of enormities). 
See ʿ Arabī’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Qurrat al-ʿUyūn, p. 9). Zaqqa shows that this work also exists under the names 
of Al-Taḥdhīr wa ’l-Tabshīr and Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī, though with a variant chapter arrangement 
(see pp. 86–87). This work has been published a number of times (see Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:113). See also, Fihris 
al-Azhariyya 7:510; Al-Muʿjam al-Shāmil, 3:205; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:49.
3 See Zaqqa, p. 89 and Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114.
4 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-Aʿrabī, 1:114. 
5 As explained in a Prophetic narration on the authority of Ibn ʿUmar, who said, “I heard the Messenger of Allāh 
 say: ‘Islam is built upon five [integrals]: testifying that there is none worthy of worship except Allāh and that 
Muḥammad is the Messenger of Allāh, establishing the prayers, giving zakāt, making pilgrimage to the House and 
fasting the month of Ramaḍān’” (Bukhārī 8, Muslim 19).
6 Published as The Islamic Concept of Belief in the 4th/10th Century: Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s Commentary on 
Abū Ḥanīfa (died 150/767) al-fiqh al-absaṭ. Introduction, Text and Commentary by Hans Daiber, Institute of the study 
of Languages and Cultures of Asia and Africa (ILCAA), Tokyo University of Foreign Studies, 1995. See Tārīkh al-Turāth 
al-ʿArabī, 3:113; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:50, 3:238 (as Sharḥ al-Fiqh al-Akbar in both).
7 As noted by Hans Daiber (see his introduction to his edition) and Zāhid al-Kawtharī’s introduction to Abū Ḥanīfa 
Nuʿmān ibn Thābit al-Kūfī, Al-ʿĀlim wa ’l-Mutaʿallim, Al-Fiqh al-Absaṭ, Al-Fiqh al-Akbar, Risāla Abī Ḥanīfa, Al-Waṣiyya 
[a collection of the five books of Abū Ḥanīfa], Cairo: Al-Maktaba al-Azhariyya li ’l-Turāth, 1st Ed (1421/2001), p. 4.
8 Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”) cast doubt on this view, and a recent study in Turkish 
by Züleyha Birinci suggests that it would be more accurate to ascribe it to ʿAṭā’ ibn ʿAlī al-Jūzajānī. See Züleyha Bir-
inci, “Ebû Mutî‘ Rivâyetli el-Fıkhü’l-ekber Şerhi’nin: Müellifi Meselesi,” Marmara University Journal of the Faculty of 
Theology, 35 (2008/2), pp. 57–72.
9 Ziriklī has it as Risāla fī Uṣul al-Dīn (Al-Aʿlām, 8:27). Brockelmann lists a Risāla fī Uṣul al-Dīn, stating that it 
is the same as Bayān ʿAqīdat al-Uṣūl, and lists another as Kitāb fī Uṣul al-Dīn (Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:48). Sezgin 
combines both of these listings indicating them to be the same work (Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:111). A manuscript 
of it exists in Maktaba al-Malik ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz al-ʿĀmma, 1/749. http://kapl.org.sa (accessed: 29 May 2012).
10 Juynboll published an edition in 1881 with an introduction written by H. N. van der Tuuk (A. W. T Juynboll, 
“Een Moslimsche Catechismus in het Arabisch Met Eene Javaansche Interlineaire Vertaling in Pegonschrift Uitge-
geven en in het Nederlandsch Vertaald,” Bijdragen tot de Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde van Nederlandsch-Indië, 29ste 
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work exists under the name Bahjat al-ʿUlūm.1 Another work is ʿUmdat al-ʿAqā’id (The main 
issues of beliefs), which appears to be another title of the previous work, as the subject matter is 
similar.2 Other works are Al-Maʿārif fī Sharḥ al-Ṣaḥā’if (The knowledge in the exposition of the 
scriptures) on the proofs of the existence of God3 and Risālat al-Maʿrifa wa ’l-Īmān (A treatise 
on gnosis and faith) on matters of faith and recognition of God.4 Many of these works appear to 
be short to large treatises on theological matters that Samarqandī may have written for students 
during his teaching years in Balkh.
Works on Qur’ānic exegesis
The Tafsīr al-Qur’ān of Samarqandī, sometimes referred to as Baḥr al-ʿUlūm,5 is a published work 
and has been quoted often by many later exegetes. Samarqandī cites some of the earliest tafsīr 
sources available.6 His ability to take from earlier authorities and present information in a cohesive 
and beneficial manner is displayed in this work as it is in the Nawāzil. This work has therefore 
been valued, and later exegetes such as Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Qurṭūbī (d. 671/1272) have 
cited him frequently.7
Another work of his on exegesis is Tafsīr Juz’ ʿAmma yatasā’alūn,8 which Zaqqa argues is an 
excerpt of the last part (juz’) of the Qur’ān taken from his Tafsīr. It was most likely separated for 
the convenience of students, who would normally begin with a study of the last chapter of the 
Qur’ān due to it comprising short sūras.9 This is in line with the thesis that many of his shorter 
works may have been written for his students as primers. Another work associated with this topic 
is one on the virtues of basmala called Riṣālat al-Basmala.10
Deel, 2deAfl., [4e Volgreeks, 5e Deel] (1881), p. 217; “Samarkandi’s Catechismus: Opniew Besproken,” Bijdragen tot de 
Taal-, Land- en Volkenkunde van Nederlandsch-Indië, 29ste Deel, 3deAfl., [4e Volgreeks, 5e Deel] (1881), pp. 269). This 
edition was revisited and compared with other copies of the text by Mohammad Haron in “Cape Town-Samarqand 
Connection: Revisiting a 10th Century Theological Text, The Arabist: Budapest Studies in Arabic, xxi-xxii, 1999, p. 82. For 
a comparison of this ʿ Aqīda with some other Ḥanafī creeds, see Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
1 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:111; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:48.
2 And it has only been mentioned by Ziriklī (Al-Aʿlām, 8:27).
3 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114. Zaqqa and Van Ess argue that it is in reality the work of another Samarqandī 
scholar (see Zaqqa, pp. 91–92 and Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth”). This sounds convincing enough, as Sezgin appears to be 
the only one to list this work for Samarqandī, and it is not mentioned elsewhere. See also, Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū 
al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
4 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114.
5 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 79; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:139, 545; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 
(as Tafsīr Abī ’l-Layth) 1:441; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:44; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:1045. It was published in 
1405/1985 with an introduction and annotation by ʿAbd al-Raḥīm Aḥmad al-Zaqqa, who argues that the name Baḥr 
al-ʿUlūm was given to it after the author’s time (see Samarqandī, Tafsīr al-Qur’ān al-Karīm “Baḥr al-ʿUlūm,” Baghdad: 
Maṭbāʿat al-Irshād, 1st Ed., 1405/1985, 1:93). This edition consists of three volumes covering until the end of Sūrat 
al-Anʿām and is prefaced by a valuable introduction by the editor. A later edition of it is published as Tafsīr al-Samarqa-
ndī al-Musammā Baḥr al-ʿUlūm, ed. ʿ Alī Muḥammad Muʿawwīḍ, ʿ Ādil Aḥmad ʿ Abd al-Mawjūd, ʿ Abd al-Majīd al-Nūtī, 
3 vols., Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1413/1993) and another as Tafsīr al-Samarqandī (Baḥr al-ʿulum), ed. 
Maḥmūd Maṭarjī, 3 vols., Beirut: Dar al-Fikr (1418/1997).
6 For details on these and other authorities cited by Samarqandī, see Zaqqa, pp. 124–146. For details on his meth-
odology and a comparison with Ṭabarī’s work, see Zaqqa, pp. 147–193.
7 See Zaqqa, pp. 193–198.
8 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312, especially fn. 7.
9 See Zaqqa, p. 92.
10 ʿAlī al-Riḍā Qurra Ballūṭ and Aḥmad Ṭūrān Qurra Ballūṭ; Muʿjam Tārīkh al-Turāth al-Islāmī fī Maktbāt al-ʿĀlam, 
Kayseri: Dār al-ʿUqba, n.d., p. 3832.
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Miscellaneous works
Before I discuss Samarqandī’s juridical works, I look at works that do not fall under the three 
previous categories and are not enough to warrant an independent category. There is what 
appears to be a biographical work on the founders of the four schools of jurisprudence called 
Tuḥfat al-Anām fī Manāqib al-A’immat al-Arbaʿa al-Aʿlām (A gift to the people: An exposition 
of the excellences of the four great imāms).1 Other works are Al-Laṭā’if al-Mustakhraja min 
Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī (Subtleties derived from Bukhārī’s Ṣaḥīḥ),2 which indicates Samarqandī’s 
interest in ḥadīth; Asmā’ al-Anbiyā’ ʿAlayhi[m] al-Salām (Names of the prophets, upon them be 
peace),3 a discussion on the prophets of God; one on a dialogue between God and the Prophet 
Muḥammad  during the Night of Ascension with regard to religious obligations called Asrār 
al-Waḥy (The secrets of divine revelation) or Asrār al-Wajh (Secrets of the Countenance);4 and a 
book on metaphor called Al-Risāla al-Samarqandiyya fi ’l-Istiʿāra.5 There is a title Kitāb Ḥaqā’iq 
wa ’l-Daqā’iq (The book of realities and subtleties) that deals with some eschatological matters 
and the genesis of creation. An excerpted translation of it was prepared by John Macdonald, who 
comments that it looks like a summary of Samarqandī’s Tafsīr. However, on comparison I could 
not find the same material in his Tafsīr or Tanbīh. It is a separate work, but the accuracy of its 
attribution is difficult to determine, as it has not been recorded in any of the other sources, nor 
has Macdonald provided any backing to his claim.6
A work erroneously attributed to Samarqandī is Sharḥ Mushkilāt al-Qudūrī, which is probably 
that of Abū Bakr ʿAlā’ al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Samarqandī (d. 552/1157).7 Another is 
Tadkerat al-awlīāʾ (sic), an Ottoman version which was supposedly written in Persian.8
Works on jurisprudence
This area is represented most extensively in Samarqandī’s works. Three important works in this 
category are the Nawāzil, ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il,9 and Khizānat al-Fiqh.10 The first two have been written 
to complement each other, and the author considers them a set. He writes:
1 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114.
2 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114.
3 This is a work beginning with the words “It is related in some narrations that there were 124,000 prophets. . .” 
and consists of several folios (see Fihris Al-Azhariyya, 8:240, 387).
4 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:113; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:49; Niẓām al-Dīn, Muḥammad, Al-Fihrist al-Mashrūḥ 
li ’l-Makhṭūṭāt al-Arabiyya al-Makhzūna fī Maktaba Sālār Jung, Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya 
(1376/1957), 3:90 (no. 550).
5 ʿAbdullāh ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Muʿallimī, Muʿjam Mu’allifī ’l-Makhṭūṭāt: Maktabat al-Ḥaram al-Makkī 
al-Sharīf, Riyadh: Maktabat al-Malik Fahd al-Waṭaniyya (1416/1996), p. 146.
6 See John Macdonald, “The Creation of Man and Angels in the Eschatological Literature: [Translated excerpts 
from an Unpublished Collection of Traditions],” Islamic Studies, Vol. 3, No. 3 (September 1964), pp. 285–308.
7 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1634. Qudūrī came after Samarqandī and could not have written a commentary on his 
work.
8 Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth.”
9 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 79; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:480; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1187; Asmā‘ al-Kutub, p. 82 
(with an indication of doubt) and (without on) p. 230; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:107–108; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 
4:50; Al-Muʿjam al-Shāmil, 3:205. This work has been published together with Khizānat al-Fiqh, Baghdad, Sharikat 
al-Ṭabʿ wa ’l-Nashr al-Ahliyya, ed. Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī (1385/1965). There are two other books by this name by Ḥanafī 
scholars: one by Raḍī al-Dīn Shams al-A’imma Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Sarakhsī (d. around 482/1089, 490/1096, 
or 500/1106) and ʿAbdullāh ibn Aḥmad al-Balkhī (d. 319/931). See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1187.
10 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:703; Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Khiḍar Ibrāhīm Salāma, Fihris Makhṭūṭāt 
Maktabat al-Masjid al-Aqṣā, Amman: Mu’assasat Āl al-Bayt (1404/1983), 2:161; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:545; Fihris 
al-Azhariyya, 2:147; Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 82; Al-Muʿjam al-Shāmil 3:205; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:106–107; Tārīkh 
al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:45; GAL Supplement, 1:347–8. Khizānat al-Fiqh has been published together with ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il 
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I compiled two works consisting of their [the earlier jurists’] opinions: one I named ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, the other 
Kitāb al-Nawāzil. In ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il I compiled those opinions of the imāms (aṣḥāb)1 from among our scholars 
that have not been transmitted in these [source] books. In Kitāb al-Nawāzil I compiled the fatwās of the later 
jurists (mashā’ikh)2 along with some rulings of our imāms that have not been transmitted in the [source] texts.3
He further goes on to provide his motivation for compiling the two works:
This is to facilitate for the reader the way of inference (ijtihād) and learn their methodology in fatwā, for new 
incidents (ḥawādith) will continue to arise and novel problems (nawāzil) will never abate. If one were to collect 
together a heavy load (awqār) of books and memorize all the opinions of the early and later jurists, it would still 
be possible that an incident occur on which he would not find anything in any of what he has written or memo-
rized: it would require scholarly endeavour (ijtihād). If Allāh had not facilitated the matter for the believers no 
one would have been permitted to express an opinion purely based on endeavour.4
This makes his intent clear for compiling the two works. With regard the ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, it 
could be argued that the name is a generic one since a number of books exist with this title.5 
Whether the author coined this term or drew it from elsewhere remains unknown. However, the 
choice of name embodies within it the author’s extensive knowledge of the rulings of the school, 
since ʿ uyūn (sing. ʿ ayn) refers to the “prime” rulings relayed from the imāms. The work comprises 
rulings on the various branches of jurisprudence spanning from purity to manumission and ends 
with chapters on istiḥsān (juridical preference)6 and fatwā-giving. He transmits directly from the 
founding imāms of the school but without citing his chain to them. He sometimes provides the 
names of the narrators of the second level from the imām, e.g., “Khalaf ibn Ayyūb relates from 
by Sharikat al-Ṭabʿ wa ’l-Nashr al-Ahliyya, Baghdad, ed. Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī (1385/1965). In Tāj al-Tarājim (p. 79) 
and Asmā’ al-Kutub (p. 230) a work is listed as Khizānat al-Akmal. Nāhī the editor of the Khizāna considers it the 
work of another author, citing Tāj al-Tarājim (Nāhī, p.36). Quṭlūbugā clarifies in his Tāj, under the entry of Yūsuf ibn 
ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Jurjānī, that the title has been attributed to three different scholars, while the correct ascrip-
tion should be to Jurjānī (p. 82). It would mean that the ascription to Samarqandī in Asmā’ al-Kutub is erroneous and 
most likely a corruption of Khizānat al-Fiqh because, after recording a selection of Samarqandī’s works on page 82, it 
records them all again on page 230, with the exception of Khizānat al-Fiqh, which is recorded as Khizānat al-Akmal 
(see Riyāḍīzādeh, Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 230).
1 Aṣḥāb literally means “companions” but generally refers to the three founding imāms of the Ḥanafī school: Abū 
Ḥanīfa, Abū Yūsuf and Muḥammad (see Mudarris, Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:188). It is also sometimes used to refer just to 
Shaybānī and Abū Yūsuf or to Ḥanafī jurists in general (see Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad Naṣīr al-Dīn al-Naqīb, Al-Madh-
hab al-Ḥanafī: Marāḥiluhū, wa Ṭabaqātuhū, Ḍawābituhū wa Muṣṭalaḥātuhū, Khaṣā’iṣuhū wa Mu’allafātuhū, Riyadh: 
Maktabat al-Rushd, 1st Ed., 1422/2001, 1:313–314).
2 Mashā’ikh mostly refers to the jurist who did not meet Abū Ḥanīfa, but Marghīnānī uses it to refer to the Tran-
soxianan scholars of Bukhārā and Samarqand. Salaf (lit. predecessors) refers to the imāms Abū Ḥanīfa to Muḥam-
mad al-Shaybānī; khalaf to the scholars after Shaybānī to Shams al-A’imma al-Ḥulwānī (d. 448/1056 or 449/1057); 
muta’akhkhirūn to the scholars after Ḥulwānī to Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad Ḥāfiẓ al-Dīn al-Kabīr al-Bukhārī (d. 
693/1293). Another opinion is that it refers to the jurists who did not meet the three imāms and mutaqaddimīn to 
those who did, and that ʿāmma (or ʿāmmat al-mashā’ikh) refers to the majority of Ḥanafī jurists while indicating the 
difference of opinion of some (see Mudarris, Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:188; Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:316, 318, 322, 328; 
Ṣalāḥ Muḥammad Abū ’l-Ḥājj, introduction to Muntahā ’l-Nuqāya on Sharḥ al-Wiqāya, Amman: Mu’assasat al-Warrāq, 
1427/2006, 1:90–91; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 241; Lakhnawī, ʿUmdat al-Riʿāya fī Ḥall Sharḥ al-Wiqāya, Lucknow, 
Maṭbaʿa Yūsufī, n.d., p. 15; Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, pp. 56–57).
3 Nawāzil, fol. 2.
4 Ibid.
5 Even of other schools. See Nāhī’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Khizāna, pp. 25–26.
6 See Muḥammad ibn Idrīs al-Shāfiʿī, Al-Risāla, Cairo: Maktab al-Ḥalabī, 1st Ed. (1358/1940), p. 503; Abū Bakr 
Aḥmad al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī, Al-Fuṣūl fī ’l-Uṣūl, Kuwait: Wizārat al-Awqāf, 2nd Ed. (1414/1994), 4:223; Muḥammad ibn ʿ Alī 
al-Baṣrī, Al-Muʿtamad fī Uṣūl al-Fiqh, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1403/1982), 2:295; R. Paret “Istiḥsān 
and Istiṣlāḥ,” EI2, Brill, 2010 (accessed: November 2011).
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Abū Yūsuf ” or “Ibn Samāʿa relates from Muḥammad.”1 At other times he quotes directly from the 
works of Muḥammad or Abū Yusuf.2 He comments on some of the rulings, provides a clarification 
or shows a conflict with another ruling but not as much as he does in the Nawāzil.3 Commentaries 
have been said to be written on this work by later scholars, indicating its popularity.4
Khizānat al-Fiqh (Treasury of jurisprudence) is not a collection of fatwās but a matn (concise 
text) on substantive law (furūʿ) covering the various chapters of jurisprudence similar to Qudūrī’s 
Mukhtaṣar or Mawṣilī’s Mukhtār. The Khizāna is more concise though and is in the form of num-
bered lists of principles, maxims, pre-conditions, integrals and rulings under the different chapter 
headings.5 For instance, with regard to ablution, it starts with the subject heading “Integrals of 
Ablution” saying that there are four and then lists them clearly. This is followed by similar listings 
of the sunnas, nafl (supererogatory), and mustaḥabb (preferable) acts of ablution, and then its 
etiquette (ādāb) and the disliked (makrūh) and prohibited acts.6 Although it is concise, it covers 
the salient points of each chapter.7 The author can be commended for composing the work in 
this systematic almanac style and simplifying the rulings in his unique style. It was likely written 
in this format to facilitate for students (and scholars) a comprehension of the methodology and 
other details of each chapter.8
1 See Samarqandī, ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, pp. 36–37.
2 That is, from Muḥammad’s Raqqiyyāt, pp. 112, 115, 125, 188, 274, 312; Ziyādāt, p. 416; and Abū Yūsuf ’s Amālī, 
p. 132. For other works cited, see pp. 538–540.
3 See for instance, pp. 117, 206, 227, 244, 407, 411, 413, 417. This is most likely because the Nawāzil comprises 
the fatwās of the later scholars and Samarqandī feels a greater need to comment on and criticize their extrapolations, 
but does not see the need for this with the rulings of the imāms, since he is working within the framework laid down 
by them anyway. For a more detailed study of this work, see Nāhī’s introduction to it (p. 25) and Bāsim Muḥammad 
Ḥusayn, “Malāmiḥ min Manhaj Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī fī Kitābihī ʿUyūn al-Masā’il,” Anbar University Journal for 
Islamic Sciences, Vol. 2, No. 7, (2010).
4 See Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:108. One of them is named Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il wa Qaṣr al-Dalā’il by Muḥammad 
ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd ʿAlā’ al-Asmandī (d. 552/1157), as listed by Ḥājī Khalīfa (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1187). Nāhī, after 
consulting two manuscripts of this work (Alexandria and Baghdad), concludes that the ascription of the work to 
Asmandī is erroneous and it is not the commentary of the ʿUyūn but of ʿUmar al-Nasafī’s poem. He lists the chapters 
of the work as given in the manuscript, and they are identical to those found in Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya. However, he does 
not show awareness to this similarity, neither here nor under his discussion on the Mukhtalaf (see his introduction to 
Samarqandī’s Khizāna and ʿUyūn, pp. 26–29, 34–35). Zaqqa consulted the Azhar manuscript of the work and cites 
a completely different introduction to that of Nāhī and does not doubt its ascription to Asmandī. He may have seen 
the correct manuscript of the work while Nāhī did not. However, Zaqqa notes that the commentary has also been 
attributed to Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī by Ḥājī Khalīfa (1:668) and Baghdādī (Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490) as Ḥaṣr 
al-Masā’il fi ’l-Furū’ (see Zaqqa, p. 71), indicating them to be a single work. This seems to be an oversight on his part 
because Baghdādī does not at all describe the work as a commentary of the ʿUyūn. He actually mentions it before the 
ʿUyūn al-Masā’il within a list of Samarqandī’s works, indicating no connection between the two. On the other hand, 
Ḥājī Khalīfa (on the page cited by Zaqqa, 1:668) lists it independently (and not as a commentary) after recording the 
longer title Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il wa Qaṣr al-Dalā’il as a commentary of Nasafī’s Manẓūma. He does later record it (2:1187) 
as Asmandī’s commentary on the ʿUyūn. Hence, there is no evidence that Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il wa Qaṣr al-Dalā’il and Ḥaṣr 
al-Masā’il fi ’l-Furū’ are not different works . The names are dissimilar enough for them to be referring to two separate 
works, one being Asmandī’s commentary on the ʿUyūn and the other a work maybe by Samarqandī.
5 It is therefore surprising that Bāsim Muḥammad Ḥusayn in “Malāmiḥ min Manhaj Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī” 
(pp. 17–18) considers the ʿUyūn to be similar to the Khizāna “in many ways.” The Khizāna is a straightforward listing 
of the main points of each topic with hardly a mention of the proponents of any opinion or their differences on the 
issues, while the ʿUyūn is a book of more in-depth discussion on the rulings from the early imāms and other jurists. 
There is more similarity between the ʿUyūn and the Nawāzil.
6 See Samarqandī’s Khizānat al-Riwāya, ed. Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī, Baghdad: Sharikat al-Ṭibāʿa wa ’l-Nashr al-Ahl-
iyya (1965/1385), pp. 93–96.
7 But see Nāhī’s comments on the brevity of this work (pp. 32–34).
8 Ya’akov Meron considers noteworthy Samarqandī’s tendency toward orderliness. See Ya’akov Meron, “The 
Development of Legal Thought in Hanafi Texts,” p. 74.
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Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth fī ’l-Ṣalāt (The prolegomena of Abū ’l-Layth on ritual prayer)1 
is another of Samarqandī’s texts that have interested later Ḥanafī scholars and inspired many 
commentaries.2 It is a concise work consisting of a few folios on the jurisprudence of ritual 
prayer (ṣalāt) and including a discussion on its virtues and merits along with detailed discussion 
on related aspects like purity and water.3 Mohammad Haron argues that this was a model text 
because of its unprecedented simple and effective manner on which all other ritual prayer texts 
were based thereafter.4
Another important text is Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, which is attributed to Samarqandī.5 It has been 
cited in many of such later fiqh works as the Muḥīṭ,6 Hidāya,7 Bināya,8 Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq9 and 
Fatḥ al-Qadīr,10 and there is hardly a manuscript library in the Islamic world that does not hold 
a copy.11 The book comprises the differences of opinion among the imāms of the Ḥanafī school 
and Imāms Shāfiʿī and Mālik. The author lists the rulings that each imām has differed in with the 
others. For instance, he lists all the rulings in which Abū Ḥanīfa differed with his students on a 
particular subject (like ablution and ritual prayer) in one chapter, then all the rulings in which 
Abū Yūsuf differed, then Muḥammad, and then the others, while also citing their proofs. It would 
appear a time consuming task to sift through the extensive rulings of these imāms and categorize 
them in this way and would no doubt have required extensive knowledge and insight into their 
rulings. The work has been laid out in a way that facilitates easy navigation of the various opinions 
surrounding the fiqhī issues covered.
There is some controversy surrounding the authorship of this work. Some manuscripts of 
it have the author as Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī and others as ʿAlā’ al-Dīn al-Asmandī al-Sa-
marqandī (d. 552/1157), even though the contents are the same.12 Zaqqa’s opinion is that it is 
1 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27, as Al-Muqaddima ( fī ’l-fiqh); Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490, as Muqaddima fī ’l-fiqh; Tāj al-Tarājim, 
p. 79, as Muqaddimat al-Ṣalāt; Fihris al-Azhariyya 2:275, as Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 
2:1795, as Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth; Muʿallimī, Muʿjam Mu’allifī ’l-Makhṭūṭāt, p. 146, as Muqaddima Abī ’l-Layth fī 
’l-Fiqh; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:109; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:46–47, as Al-Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt. As some 
biographers have recorded it as Muqaddima fi ’l-Fiqh, it may be one of two separate works; one on fiqh in general and 
the other on ritual prayer.
2 For more detail on the commentaries on this work, see Zaqqa, p. 75 and Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:109–111.
3 See Samarqandī, Al-Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt, MS, Daiber 1411; MS Daiber 2058; MS Daiber 2057 (the latter two 
with anonymous commentaries). An edition of this was prepared by M. Haron with a detailed introduction and survey 
of its manuscripts and a brief discussion of the various names it is known by (see M. Haron, “Abū ’l-Layth Al-Samarqa-
ndī’s Life and Works with Special Reference to his ‘Al-Muqaddimah,’” pp. 319–340). He surmises here that this work 
was possibly written after the Khizāna and ʿUyūn (p. 332).
4 M. Haron, “Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s Life and Works,” p. 332–333, 336. He then asserts that unless the 
contrary is proved he firmly holds that all the other legal schools followed “the Abu ’l Laythian model.” This appears 
a rather bold assertion especially in light of the fact that he has not shown, maybe due to lack of space, examples of 
similarly modelled texts from the various schools.
5 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1636,1638; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312; Tārīkh al-Turāth 
al-ʿArabī, 3:107; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:46; Ramadan Sesen, Mukhtāraāt min al-Makhṭūṭāt al-ʿArabiyya al-Nādira 
fī Maktabāt Turkiya, Istanbul: ISAR (1997), p. 249.
6 Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd al-Bukhārī, Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:183, 2:149.
7 See Marghīnānī, Al-Hidāya 3:134.
8 See Maḥmūd ibn Aḥmad Badr al-Dīn al-ʿAynī, Al-Bināya Sharḥ al-Hidāya, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st 
Ed. (1420/2000), 9:211, 9:232.
9 See Zayn al-Dīn ibn Ibrāhīm (Ibn al-Nujaym) al-Miṣrī, Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq Sharḥ Kanz al-Daqā’iq, Beirut: Dār 
al-Kitāb al-Islāmī, n.d., 1:224.
10 See Kamāl ibn al-Humām, Fatḥ al-Qadīr, 7:494. 
11 As posited by the editor of the work (see ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Mubārak al-Faraj’s introduction to Samarqandī’s 
Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, p. 29). 
12 It has also been attributed to a few others too. Faraj, after listing these attributions, rejects most of them. See his 
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Asmandī’s work and cannot be Samarqandī’s, since it cites scholars like Qudūrī who came after 
Samarqandī.1 ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān al-Faraj concludes that the work can be attributed to both scholars 
and provides a number of reasons for this. Asmandī was from Samarqand and is also reported to 
have written a commentary on Samarqandī’s ʿUyūn.2 It therefore appears that Asmandī wrote a 
gloss on Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf. Over time, it became consolidated with the main text and the 
distinction was lost.3
Faraj also reveals that on some manuscripts of this work the title is given as Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il 
wa Qaṣr al-Dalā’il. However, he finds that they are different works and that the Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il 
is a commentary of Nasafī’s poem Al-Manẓūma fī ’l-Khilāf.4 He reckons that the confusion is 
probably due to the similar ordering found in both.5 Furthermore, he finds that some manuscripts 
of the Mukhtalaf state that the Mukhtalaf is a commentary of Nasafī’s Manẓūma. However, after 
recourse to the Manẓūma, he observes that there is a difference in order between these two works 
too despite their similarity. He also finds much similarity between the poem and another work 
attributed to Samarqandī called Al-Mukhtalaf Bayn al-Aṣḥāb. Faraj therefore surmises that Nasafī 
most likely composed his poem on Al-Mukhtalaf Bayn al-Aṣḥāb, just as he had composed a poem 
on another earlier work, namely, Shaybānī’s Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr.6
It is important to mention here that there are two other similar sounding titles listed among 
Samarqandī’s works. One is Al-Mukhtalaf Bayn Aṣḥāb al-Fiqh (The points of differences between 
the jurists), also recorded as Ta’sīs al-Naẓar separately from Ta’sīs al-Fiqh,7 and the other is 
Al-Mukhtalafāt fī ’l-Furūʿ al-Ḥanafiyya (The differences in Ḥanafī substantive law).8 It appears 
that at least one of these two (most likely the latter) is just an alternate title for the other or for 
the Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, since the subject matter indicated in them all (i.e., the differences in 
Ḥanafī substantive law among the main jurists) is the same. Faraj, who edited Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, 
also possessed copies of Al-Mukhtalaf Bayn al-Aṣḥāb and judges them to be different works but 
with much resemblance.9 As mentioned above, he considers Nasafī’s Manẓūma to be based on 
Al-Mukhtalafāt Bayn al-Aṣḥāb and also reports much resemblance between Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya 
and the Manẓūma too.
introduction to Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf, p. 33.
1 For his investigation, see his introduction to the Baḥr, pp. 80–82.
2 For a discussion on the accuracy of this claim, see fn. 6 above under the discussion on ʿUyūn al-Masā’il.
3 His conclusions are based on a study of various manuscripts of the work. For the detailed discussion, see his 
introduction to Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, pp. 24–26. Badr al-Dīn al-ʿAynī (d. 855/1451) declares it to be Abū 
’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s work and rejects its ascription to ʿAlā al-Dīn al-Samarqandī (see ʿAynī, Al-Bināya, 9:211). 
Kamāl ibn al-Humām (d. 861/1456) also attributes it to Samarqandī (see his Fatḥ al-Qadīr, 7:494). Sezgin states that 
the Mukhtalaf has two transmissions, an earlier recension (but does not elaborate) and another through ʿAlā’ al-Dīn 
al-Samarqandī (see Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:107), while Brockelmann lists three recensions but also does not elabo-
rate on their differences (see Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 3:46). There is clearly indication that the work at some level can 
be attributed to Samarqandī even if Asmandī’s gloss was merged into his and variant recensions were thus preserved.
4 That is, Abū Ḥafṣ ʿUmar al-Nasafī’s (d. 537/1142). See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1867; Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 199 (who has 
the death in 537/1142).
5 He is most likely referring to the order of the chapters (see 1:37). What is further confusing is that although 
Ḥājī Khalīfa mention a commentary of Nasafī’s poem with this title by ʿAlā’ al-Asmandī (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1867–8), 
he also mentions the exact same title for a commentary by Asmandī of Samarqandī’s ʿUyūn al-Masā’il (see above). It 
is difficult to believe that an author would write commentaries on two different works using the same title for both. 
There certainly appears to be some confusion here on the part of Ḥājī Khalīfa.
6 See Faraj’s introduction to the Mukhtalaf, p. 38.
7 See Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114.
8 Ḥājī Khalīfa cites this work from Fihris Jāmiʿ al-Fuṣūlayn (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1638).
9 See Faraj’s introduction to the Mukhtalaf, pp. 23, 34, 38.
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Some sources attribute a work titled Ta’sīs al-Fiqh (Laying the foundations of jurisprudence)1 
to Samarqandī, while others have Ta’sīs al-Naẓā’ir (Laying the foundations of dealing with 
resembling problems).2 An Egyptian manuscript has both titles on the cover. After surveying it, 
Zaqqa finds that its contents are identical to that of Ta’sīs al-Naẓar (Laying the foundations of 
opinion) of Abū Zayd al-Dabūsī (d. 430/1038 or 432/1040),3 both the published edition and a 
manuscript of it, and concludes that it is the same work. He also states that its introduction is 
identical to that found in Samarqandī’s Muqaddimat al-Ṣalāt and concludes that the book must 
be by Samarqandī and not Dabūsī.4
I compared the introduction reproduced by Zaqqa of the Ta’sīs with three manuscript copies 
of the Muqaddima and found it to be dissimilar. The introduction he reproduces (similar to that 
of a published edition of Dabūsī’s Ta’sīs) speaks of disputed opinions in jurisprudence, while the 
one to the Muqaddima concerns ritual prayer. The standard few opening phrases of praise and 
blessings are indeed similar, if that is what Zaqqa intended, but it is hardly enough to substantiate 
common authorship.5
I also compared Faraj’s edition of Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya to the published edition of Dabūsī’s 
Ta’sīs al-Naẓar and found that there is a similarity in the chapter headings, although the former 
has ten and the latter eight. The bulk of the chapters in both are on the differences between the 
Ḥanafī jurists and a further two on differences with Mālik and Shāfiʿī, while the Ta’sīs also con-
tains a chapter on the differences with Ibn Abī Laylā (d. 148/765), though not as many on the 
differences among the Ḥanafī jurists. The introductions of the two are also not the same, and the 
methodology and style of the work are completely different. The Ta’sīs first presents a juridical 
principle (aṣl) of the jurist who the chapter is dedicated to, and then cites a number of his rulings 
related to that principle, followed by another principle, then its related rulings and so on. The 
Mukhtalaf, on the other hand, does not introduce principles, but presents the conflicting rulings of 
the jurists covered in that chapter and then follows it up with a discussion on their evidences and 
sometimes with an attempt at reconciling between them. It also covers the conflicting opinions 
separately chapter by chapter, starting with the book of prayer. Hence, it is more extensive than 
the Ta’sīs and undoubtedly a different work.6
To further complicate the matter, Nāhī, after consulting two manuscripts (Alexandria and 
Baghdad) of what was purported to be Asmandī’s commentary of Samarqandī’s ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il,7 
1 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:113; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:50.
2 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:334; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 79; Asmā’ al-Kutub, pp. 82, 230.
3 For Dabūsī, see Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 17:201; Hadiyyat al-ʿArifīn 1:648; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 36.
4 Because Samarqandī predated Dabūsī by about fifty years and the introduction is already part of his Muqaddima, 
and because Dabūsī’s name on the manuscript he consulted is written in a script different to that of the rest of the text 
in the book, he says it must be a later addition (see Zaqqa, pp. 76–78).
5 Both start with the basmala, followed by the words Al-ḥamdu li ’Lāhi Rabb al-ʿAlamīn, wa ’l-ʿĀqibatu li ’l-Mut-
taqīn wa lā ʿudwāna illā ʿalā ’l-ẓālimīn, but the rest is different. See Samarqandī, Al-Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt, MS Daiber 
1411; MS Daiber 2058; MS Daiber 2057. Samarqandī’s ʿAqīda also starts with the Basmala and the first two phrases as 
above. See M. Haron, “Cape Town-Samarqand Connection,” p. 82; A. W. T Juynboll, “Een Moslimsche Catechismus, 
p. 217; “Samarkandi’s Catechismus,” p. 269.
6 See Faraj’s edition of Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, p. 69, and ʿUbaydullāh Umar ibn ʿĪsā al-Dabūsī, Ta’sīs 
al-Naẓar, ed. Muṣṭafā Muḥammad al-Qabbānī al-Dimashqī, Beirut: Dār Ibn Zaydūn and Cairo: Maktabat al-Kulliyyāt 
al-Azhariyya, n.d.
7 But as discussed earlier, he concludes that the ascription of the work to Asmandī is erroneous and that it is the 
commentary of ʿUmar al-Nasafī’s poem.
48
lists the chapters of the work as given in those manuscripts. They are identical to those in the 
published edition of Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya.1
In summary, it appears that a number of mis-ascriptions have occurred in the naming of the 
manuscripts due to the similar content of many of the works. However, I have established that the 
published editions of Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya and Ta’sīs al-Fiqh are two separate works. Furthermore, 
the Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya is most likely the work of both Samarqandī and Asmandī, as argued 
by Faraj, and although he does not go so far as to determine it to be Asmandī’s reworking of 
Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf Bayn al-Aṣḥāb, he does notice a strong resemblance between the two. 
The names are so similar that one would wonder why Samarqandī would have written two sep-
arate works with such similar names. It would therefore not be considered too unrealistic for us 
to think that the Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya is Asmandī’s reworking of Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf Bayna 
al-Aṣḥāb, also known as Ta’sīs al-Naẓar. The determination of the authorship of the Ta’sīs al-Fiqh 
is also not convincing, nor is the claim that it is a separate work to Ta’sīs al-Naẓar. Therefore, an 
in-depth and broad study is needed of the manuscripts of these work and Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il and 
the commentary of ʿUyūn al-Masā’il. Such a study can be encouraged as part of a more extensive 
research on the extant works of Samarqandī that remain in manuscript.
Among Samarqandī’s other juridical works are commentaries on two of Shaybānī’s celebrated 
works, Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr (The shorter compendium) and Al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr (The larger compen-
dium), under the titles Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr2 and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr.3 The former is cited 
more frequently than the latter.4 These two commentaries augment Samarqandī’s position as a 
jurist, since it is said about Shaybānī’s two works that until one has learned its rulings, one is not 
capable of issuing fatwās or to take a position as a judge.5 One can also add to this the Ziyādāt, 
which is most likely a commentary on Shaybānī’s Ziyādāt.6 A book that has been cited by many 
of the later jurists, but which I have not seen listed anywhere else, is Nukat al-Waṣāyā (Witticisms 
relating to bequests) pertaining to specific rulings of bequests.7 There is also a collection of formal 
legal opinions called Fatāwā Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī8 and another Al-Fatāwā min Aqāwīl 
al-Mashā’ikh (Formal legal opinions from the decrees of the shaykhs),9 most likely two titles for 
the same work and possibly even alternative titles for the Nawāzil.10 Other works are Mabsūṭ fī 
’l-Furū’ (Abū ’l-Layth’s extensive text on jurisprudence),11 which appears to be an extensive work on 
1 See his introduction, pp. 26–29.
2 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:563; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312.
3 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:568; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 3:250, 4:50; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312.
4 See Shalabī’s gloss on Tabyīn al-Ḥaqā’iq, 3:125, 131, 4:52; Bābartī, Al-ʿInāya, 7:171; ʿ Aynī, Al-Bināya, 2:539, 6:147. 
5 That is why many scholars have written commentaries on these two works. See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:563.
6 This work has only been recorded by Wāʿīẓ Balkhī (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312). See also, Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū 
al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
7 It has been cited by Shalabī in his gloss on Tabyīn al-Ḥaqā’iq (6:203, 204, 204, 207, 208); ʿAynī in his Bināya 
(13:400, 422, 459, 490, 476); Ibn al-Humām in his Fatḥ al-Qadīr (10:501, 515); Mullā Khusrau in his Durar al-Ḥukkām 
Sharḥ Ghurar al-Aḥkām (Dār Iḥyā’ al-Kutub al-ʿArabiyya, n.d., 2:428, 442); Ibn Nujaym in his Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq (8:537); 
and Ibn ʿĀbidīn in his Radd al-Muḥtār (6:710). 
8 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1220, as Fatāwā Abī ’l-Layth, 2:1606; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490, as Fatāwā; Tārīkh al-Adab 
al-ʿArabī, 4:45–46, as Fatāwā.
9 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 3:107.
10 As also posited by Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
11 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1580, as Mabsūṭ Abī ’l-Layth; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:490; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 312, as Mabsūṭ only. 
Zaqqa cites Baghdādī as saying it is an extensive work with commentary on fiqh (Zaqqa, p. 79). However, the same 
reference in Baghdādī’s work does not reveal any such detail and appears to be an oversight on Zaqqa’s part. Pakatchi 
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substantive law; Nawādir Fiqhiyya ( Juridical rarities)1 on rare juridical problems; Al-Mukammil 
(The supplement),2 most likely a supplement to one of his other works; Fawā’id al-Faqīh Naṣr 
(Miscellaneous benefits by the Jurist Naṣr),3 Masā’il Mutafarriqa (Miscellaneous problems)4 and 
Masā’il Abī ’l-Layth (Laws by Abū ’l-Layth),5 all apparently on juridical problems; Al-Muftariḍ 
fī ʿIlm al-Khilāf (A hypothesis with regard the science of conflict)6 on juridical differences; Ḥaṣr 
al-Masā’il fī ’l-Furū’ (An encompassing compilation of the rulings of substantive law)7; and Sharʿ 
al-Islām (The law of Islam),8 which appears to be on the philosophy of sacred law.
There is a work on menstruation that Samarqandī himself mentions in the Nawāzil at the 
end of his relatively short chapter on the same topic. He explains that the reason for keeping the 
chapter short is that he has written a separate work on the subject which he considers sufficient 
to deal with its ruling.9 However, this work does not appear to have been identified or even 
mentioned by any of his biographers. 
As is evident from the above list, Samarqandī paid a lot of attention to jurisprudence. Many 
of the titles show that he was writing on specialized topics for the student and scholarly audi-
ence. According to Haron, he had developed a method of simplifying what appeared difficult 
and clarifying juridical arguments that seemed impossible to comprehend.10 He was providing 
material that was laid out in a simplified way for ease of comprehension and memorization, and a 
striking particularity of his juridical works is his “ground-breaking role” in collecting the fatwās of 
his predecessors.11 The Nawāzil is also of this category and was written for jurists, as is clear from 
Samarqandī’s introduction to the work. His expansive knowledge of the Ḥanafī corpus allowed 
him to identify a gap in the then available fiqh literature, which he attempted to fill with this 
work and the ʿUyūn. Beyond the motivation for composing these works which I quoted above, 
he makes other detailed observations on some of the developmental challenges of the school:
To proceed: I observed the imāms of the faith and our early scholars, Abū Ḥanīfa Nuʿmān ibn Ṭhābit, Abū Yūsuf 
Yaʿqūb ibn Ibrāhīm and Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Shaybānī (may Allāh be pleased with them all), expending 
their efforts and focus on laying down the principles for legal judgments (aḥkām) and going to great lengths in 
extrapolating rulings for the novel issues and facilitating the way of juridical insight for the people. It is related 
from Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Balkhī, “Do not diminish the opinions of these [imāms], for many times I am consulted 
on a problem and were it not for what I had memorized of their statements I would not know where to place my 
and Rabbani describe this work as a commentary of Shaybānī’s Mabsūṭ, while citing the Kashf and Faḍā’il as their 
source (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”), but such a description is not found therein.
1 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1980.
2 Ḥājī Khalīfa quotes this from Quhustānī’s chapter on “Karāhiyya.” See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1812.
3 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1300.
4 Muʿjam Mu’allifī al-Makhṭūṭāt, p. 146.
5 This work was published in 1329/1933 by Maṭbaʿat al-Khayriyya of Cairo with a gloss by Muḥammad Nawawī 
al-Jāwī. See Fihris al-Azhariyya, 7:299. It is possible that this is the same work as the former with a different title. 
6 We only found mention of this work by Faraj, who notes the existence of some copies (see Faraj, p. 23). 
7 Ḥājī Khalīfa lists this as a separate work to Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il wa Qaṣr al-Dalā’il which he says is a commentary on a 
poem (as also discussed under the topic of Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf above). See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:668. However, there 
is much confusion surrounding the authorship of this work for us to be convinced of this being Samarqandī’s work.
8 Al-Aʿlām, 8:27, as Shirʿat al-Islām; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:114, as Sharʿ al-Islām; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 
4:50, as Sharḥ al-Islām. Both Brockelmann and Sezgin have different renderings, even though Brockelmann appears 
to be the latter’s source and they both reference the same manuscript. Cf. Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Sa-
marqandī”).
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
10 Mohammad Haron, Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī’s Life and Works, p. 337.
11 As described by Pakatchi and Rabbani (“Abū al-Layth al-Samarqandī”).
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foot.” Shaddād ibn Ḥakīm said, “If Allāh had not blessed us with Abū Ḥanīfa and his companions we would not 
have attained much knowledge. We would have been lost but for the fact that they explained it and clarified it.”1 
He then explains how the jurists recognized the challenges that came with the changes in the 
times and the customs of people and how they prepared themselves to meet these challenges:
Each of these imāms and those who succeeded them of the pious predecessors and the Muslim jurists until this 
day, like Abū ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī, Abū ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn Muqātil al-Rāzī, Abū 
ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn Salama, Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā, Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Sallām, Abū 
’l-Qāsim Ahmad ibn Ḥam, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad al-Iskāf, ʿ Alī ibn Aḥmad, and the jurist Abū Jaʿfar 
(may Allāh have mercy on them), studied their [methods of ] scholarly endeavour (ijtihād) in detail due to what 
they observed of the changing states and customs of people in their time with regard the novel issues that befell 
them. This had become a necessary undertaking and would enhance the ability and insight of the one who sat 
to teach or rose to formulate fatwās.2
Samarqandī shows that he is well aware of the work already undertaken by the jurists of the 
school and the scope of the work still needed. He therefore rises to provide resources for jurists 
and dedicates many works to this cause. I argue that he is successful in this endeavour and that, 
as I demonstrate in chapter 4,3 there is hardly a work in Ḥanafī jurisprudence that was composed 
after him that does not cite him.
Determining the most significant work within the compass of Samarqandī’s legal legacy is no 
easy task.4 That would possibly require a thorough study of each of his works and maybe even the 
bulk of later fiqh works in the school to gauge the impact of each of his works on them. However, I 
can observe here that although a number of his works have been oft-quoted in the later fiqh works, 
especially the ʿUyūn al-Masā’il and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr and, on a lesser scale, his Khizānat 
al-Fiqh, Fatāwā, and Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, the Nawāzil holds a uniquely prominent position. As 
I will show in chapter 4, along with frequently citing the Nawāzil, many scholars have considered 
it the first source for their works. It has also been hailed as the first comprehensive collection of 
nawāzil in the school and the earliest and primary source preserving the fatwās of some of the 
greatest of the Balkhī jurists that came after Shaybānī to the time of the author. In that sense it 
could be argued as being the most unique and significant work among his juridical legacy.
Translations
An author’s acceptance and popularity can be gauged by the propagation and reception of his 
works. Translations of Samarqandī’s works can be found as far back as the ninth century. For 
instance, a translation of his Tafsīr is found in Ottoman Turkish by Ibn ʿ Arabshāh (d. 854/1450–
51).5 Two other translations of it are also reported from around the same time.6 Although this 
1 This could either refer to commenting and explaining the sacred sources or detailing the way of inference in 
problems that befell people. See Nawāzil, fol. 2.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 2.
3 See section on the impact and influence of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil on fatwā collections of the centuries immedi-
ately after him and on the later fiqhī works.
4 Among his works in general, Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, which is on matters of asceticism and piety, is probably the 
best known nowadays due to its broader subject matter. It has been published multiple times, while the Nawāzil, for 
instance, has never been published and is generally of greater interest to scholars.
5 Schacht, “Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarkandī”; Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth”; Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:105.
6 By Aḥmad Dāʿī (d. 820/1417 or after) and Abū ’l-Faḍl Mūsā b. Ḥājjī Ḥosayn Izniqī (d. 833/1429–30). For details, 
see Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth.”
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view has now been challenged and it is reported that Ibn ʿArabshāh only shortened the original 
translation of Iznikī, which was called Anfās al-Jawāhir, and the translation attributed to Aḥmed-i 
Dai is actually a copy of Iznikī’s Anfās1 and not a separate translation, all this attention paid to 
the Tafsīr is still testament enough to its popularity. His Muqaddima fī ’l-Ṣalāt was also trans-
lated several times into Turkish and a Kipchak version2 was said to be presented in an elegant 
manuscript to Qānṣawh Ghawrī, the last Mamluk sultan in Egypt.3 There is also mention of a 
French translation of it.4 Translations in Urdu5 and English6 of Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn exist today and 
continue to be published. It was also translated into Turkish before 1040/1630 and into Persian.7 
Van Ess states that the text was popular and simple enough to become one of the last symbols of 
religious identity in the dying Muslim society of Spain and records an aljamiado version of parts 
of it.8 There are Malay and Javanese translations of his ʿAqīda9 which became popular for a while 
among the Muslims of these ethnicities because of its simplicity.10 This text was also translated 
with commentary by Juynboll in 1881 into Dutch11 and into Arabic-Afrikaans by Shaykh Taha 
Gamieldien at the turn of the twentieth century.12 A Persian commentary was written on his 
Asrār al-Wajh (or Waḥy) by Burhān al-Dīn Muḥammad Bakhtiyār Bukhārī (d. 12/18th century).13 
Beyond these it could be assumed that there were more translations in other languages.
Conclusion
In this chapter I have attempted to identify the different subjects that make up Samarqandī’s 
scholarly legacy. We have seen that he wrote in nearly all the main subjects and penned numer-
ous works in them. There are at least eight works on asceticism, seven on theology, three on 
1 For this, see Abdulbaki Cetin, Ebu’l-Leys Semerkandî Tefsirinin Türkçe Tercümesi Üzerine (On Turkish Translation 
of Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarkandi’s Qur’an Commentary), Türkiyat Araştırmaları Dergisi, Selçuk Üniversitesi (2004), pp. 
53–101. For details on Aḥmed-i Dai and his translation, see Rabia Aksu, Ahmed-i Da’i tercüme-i Tefsir-i Ebu’l-Leys-i 
Semerkandi enfal ve tevbe sureleri (68b/19-114b/11) giriş-metin-dizin-tıpkıbasım; Türkiyat Ara ştırmaları Enstitüsü 
(2006). 2; O, Ahmed-î Dâ‘î Tercüme-î Tefsîr-î Ebu’l-Leys-î Semerkandî Hicr, Nahl, Isra sureleri. Yayimlanmamis yüksek 
lisans tezi, Istanbul: Marmara Universitesi Türkiyat Arastirmalari Enstitüsü (2008).
2 For the Kipchak edition, see Ananiasz Zajączkowski, Le traité arabe Mukaddima d’Abou-l-Lait as-Samarkandī 
en version mamelouk-kiptchak (=Traktat arabski Mukaddima Abou-l-Lait’a as-Samarkandī w wersji mamelucko-kip-
czackiej: (MS Istanbul, Aya Sofya 1451))/Ananiasz Zajączkowski; Zakład Orientalistyki Polskiej Polskiej Akademii 
Nauk, Warszawa: Państwowe Wydawnictwo Naukowe (1962). A critical review of this edition can be found by William 
M. Brinner, “Le traite arabé Mukaddima d’Abou-l-lait as-Samarkandi en Version Mamelouk-Kiptchak byAnaniasz 
Zajączkowski,” JAOS, 84, No. 4 (Oct.– Dec., 1964), pp. 418–419. For another review, see G. M. Meredith-Owens, “Le 
traité arabe Mukaddima d’Abou-l-Lait as-Samarkandī en version mamelouk-kiptchak by Ananiasz Zajączkowski,” 
Oriens, Vol. 18/19 (1965/1966), p. 497.
3 See Van Ess, “Abu’l-Layth.” See also, Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:109.
4 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:105, fn. 126.
5 As Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn, trans. ʿAbd al-Majīd Anwar, Multan: Maktaba Ḥaqqāniya, n.d.
6 As The Admonition for the Neglectful, trans. Afzal Husain Ilyas et al, Karachi: Darul Ishaat, 2007.
7 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:487. A manuscript of a Turkish translation exists in Columbia University (see Nicholas 
N. Martinovitch, “Arabic, Persian and Turkish Manuscripts in the Columbia University Library,” pp. 219–233). Sezgin 
mentions a Persian work on it (see Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:111).
8 Aljamiado means Spanish in Arabic script (see Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth”). Sezgin also records a partial Spanish 
translation (Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:111).
9 Schacht, “Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarkandī”; Tārīkh al-Adab al-ʿArabī, 4:48, Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:111. Haron 
adds that a Sundanese translation was also produced (M. Haron, “Cape Town-Samarqand Connection,” p. 73).
10 See Van Ess, “Abu ’l-Layth.”
11 And presented with the Javanese translation. See A. W. T Juynboll, “Een Moslimsche Catechismus, pp. 215–227, 
229–231; “Samarkandi’s Catechismus,” pp. 267–284. But for a review of Juynboll’s work on the Javanese translation, 
see Haron, “Cape Town-Samarqand Connection, p. 75.
12 M. Haron, “A Portrait of the Arabic Script at the Cape,” p. 40; “Cape Town-Samarqand Connection: pp. 73–88.
13 Tārīkh al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, 1:11.
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the Qur’ān, eighteen in jurisprudence and six other miscellaneous titles attributed to him—an 
impressive forty-two works. His writing was characterized by lucidity, and he was able to present 
seemingly difficult ideas clearly and succinctly. His main focus was jurisprudence and asceticism, 
but he also penned substantial works in tafsīr and other subjects. Although a separate study into 
his extant works is encouraged to reveal more details about his life and scholarship, we can see 
that despite his personality being relatively unknown his works were welcomed far and wide. 
They have been embraced, commented on, summarized, incorporated into subsequent works, 
and rendered into different languages. As Schacht says, “His books have become popular from 
Morocco to Indonesia.”1 The next two chapters deal with his Nawāzil in particular, with chapter 
3 focusing on the concept of nawāzil and fatwā and chapter 4 on his Nawāzil work itself.
1 Schacht, “Abu ’l-Layth al-Samarkandī.”
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Chapter 3
N awāz i l  a n d Fat wā
Nawāzil as a concept
Before I move on to the contents of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, I will discuss the following: nawāzil 
as a concept, the taxonomy of juristic rulings and the levels of jurists in the Ḥanafī school, the 
value of fatwā and nawāzil works in the development of the school, and minority fiqh.
Nawāzil is the plural of nāzila, from the root n-z-l, literally meaning, “a severe calamity or 
affliction that befalls men.”1 In a general fiqhī sense, this term is used to refer to a set of circum-
stances that prompt a legal question. This set of circumstances could be the result of a calamity 
that befalls an individual or community, a momentous or novel event, or a juridical complication. 
A jurist would provide a response, called a fatwā, or “formal legal opinion.” Therefore, the nāzila 
is the occurrence, set of circumstances or legal case, and the fatwā is the response to it. In other 
words, nāzila refers to the problem befalling the mustaftī, or questioner, and the fatwā is the 
response provided by the muftī.2 Hence, a fatwā normally signifies that there is a nāzila, though 
not every nāzila, strictly speaking, would attract a fatwā, as there are numerous incidents that 
occur daily and pass without any legal judgment. I say “normally signifies” because a number of 
questions asked of a jurist could be hypotheticals from students and would therefore not have 
really occurred. Having said this, the terms are at times used interchangeably, though fatwā came 
to dominate within the Ḥanafī school.3 The literal meaning of nawāzil is also taken into consid-
1 Al-Khalīl ibn Aḥmad ibn ʿ Amr al-Farāhīdī al-Baṣrī, Kitāb al-ʿAyn, Beirut: Maktabat al-Hilāl (1990), 7:367; Abū 
Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan ibn Durayd al-Azdī, Jamharat al-Lugha, Beirut: Dār al-ʿIlm li ’l-Malāyīn, 1st Ed. (1987), 
2:827; Abū Naṣr Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād al-Jawharī al-Fārābī, Al-Ṣiḥāḥ: Tāj al-Lugha wa Ṣiḥāḥ al-ʿArabiyya, Beirut: 
Dār al-ʿIlm li ’l-Malāyīn, 4th Ed. (1407/1987), 5:1829; Maḥmūd ibn ʿAmr al-Zamakhsharī, Asās al-Balāgha, Beirut: 
Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1419/1998).
2 For more details on the definitions of these terms, see Muḥammad Sulaymān al-Ashqar, Al-Futyā wa Manāhij 
al-Iftā’, Amman: Dār al-Nafā’is, 3rd Ed. (1413/1993), pp. 11–15; Zabīdī, Tāj al-ʿArūs, 39:212; Saʿdī Abū Ḥabīb, Al-Qāmūs 
al-Fiqhī Lughatan wa Iṣṭilāḥan, Damascus: Dār al-Fikr, 2nd Ed. (1408/1988), p. 281; Muḥammad Rawwās Qalʿajī and 
Ḥāmid Ṣādiq Qunaybī, Muʿjam Lughat al-Fuqahā’, Beirut: Dār al-Nafā’is, p. 339; ʿ Abd al-Nabī ibn ʿ Abd al-Rasūl Aḥmad 
Nakrī, Dustūr al-ʿUlamā’ (Jāmiʿ al-ʿUlūm fī Iṣṭilāḥāt al-Funūn), Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1421/2000), 
3:12; Muḥammad Ẓafīr al-Dīn, introduction to ʿ Azīz al-Raḥmān’s Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband, Karachi: Darul Ishaat, 
1st Ed., n.d., 1:59; W. Hallaq, “Fatwās to Furūʿ: Growth and Change in Islamic Substantive Law,” Islamic Law and Society, 
Vol. 1, No. 1 (1994), Brill. pp. 31, 62; ʿAbd al-Nāṣir Mūsā Abū ’l-Baṣal’s “Al-Madkhal ilā Fiqh al-Nawāzil,” Al-Nawāzil 
al-Fiqhiyya wa Atharuhā fī ’l-Fiqh wa ’l-Ijtihād, Rabat: Maṭbaʿat al-Maʿārif al-Jadīda (2001), pp. 11–12; Norman Calder, 
Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era, ed. Colin Imber, Cambridge University Press (2010), pp. 167–175.
3 Other terms used are ḥādithat (ḥawādith) al-fatwā (occurrence/s prompting a ruling), qaḍiyyat (qaḍāyā) al-fatwā 
(event/s prompting a ruling), masā’il (rulings), as’ila (questions), ajwiba (responses), jawābāt (responses), aḥkām 
(decrees) and wāqiʿāt (events). See Bakr ibn ʿAbdillāh Abū Zayd, Al-Madkhal al-Mufaṣṣal ilā Fiqh al-Imām Aḥmad 
ibn Ḥanbal wa Takhrījāt al-Aṣḥāb, Riyadh: Dār al-ʿĀṣima (1417/1996), pp. 2:919–923; Misfar ibn ʿ Alī ibn Muḥammad 
al-Qaḥṭānī, Manhaj Istikhrāj al-Aḥkām al-Fiqhiyya li ’l-Nawāzil al-Muʿāṣira: Dirāsa Ta’ṣīliyya Tabīqiyya, PhD Thesis, 
Umma al-Qurā University (1421/2000), 1:109; Abū ’l-Baṣal’s “Al-Madkhal ilā Fiqh al-Nawāzil,” p. 12.
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eration, as there is a hardship suffered by either the questioner and/or the jurist himself because 
of the burden of inferring rulings from the sacred sources.1
Since nawāzil would vary from individual to individual, place to place and time to time, the 
responses to them would also be varied. In some cases, a similar circumstance and ruling would 
already exist in the transmitted texts of the school (ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir),2 whereas for 
others a new inference from a competent jurist would be needed. Hence, nawāzil, in the more 
strict legal sense, referred to the novel events that required fresh rulings rather than past events 
on which rulings already existed.
Nawāzil, therefore, despite its connotations of newness, is not really a distinct methodology 
of dealing with unprecedented cases, but the normal method of ijtihād as outlined in the uṣūl 
literature, the semi-universal guidelines of the qawāʿid fiqhiyya genre, and the canons of preference 
particular to iftā’ manuals.
Fatwā and Nawāzil Works
As new fatwās were issued, they were seen as an important source of guidance for Muslims living 
under different circumstances. Therefore, many of them were compiled, especially those issued 
by prominent jurists of a school. In order to distinguish the various collections of rulings from 
each other they are given specific names like Al-Fatāwā al-Kubrā or Al-Fatāwā al-Ṣughrā3; or are 
attributed to the jurist, like Fatāwā Qāḍīkhān,4 Bazzāziyya,5 Sirājiyya6; or the one who commis-
sioned the work, like Fatāwa ʿĀlamgīriyya (also called Hindiyya)7; or to the one to whom it is 
dedicated, like Fatāwa Tātārkhāniyya8; or to a particular place, like Nawāzil Ahl al-Qurṭuba9 and 
Ibn Taymiya’s famous Mardīn Fatwā.10
As pointed out by Masud et al.,11 in the Indian Subcontinent, fatwā also referred to substantive 
law and not just new responses given to the questioner regarding a novel occurrence. Their case 
1 See ʿAbdullāh Bin Bayya, Ṣināʿat al-Fatwā wa Fiqh al-Aqalliyyāt, Jeddah: Dār al-Minhāj (1428/2007), p. 16.
2 For details of the ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir, see below and also in Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, 
pp. 9–10.
3 The popular collections with these names in the Ḥanafī school are attributed to Ṣadr al-Shahīd ʿUmar ibn ʿAbd 
al-ʿAzīz ibn Māza Ḥusām al-Dīn (d. 536/1141) (see Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:783).
4 This is the collection of Fakhr al-Dīn Ḥasan ibn Manṣūr Qāḍīkhān al-Ūzjandī al-Farghānī (d. 592/1196) (Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn, 2:1227; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:280).
5 This is the collection of Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Shihāb, well known as Ibn al-Bazzāz al-Kardarī al-Ḥanafī 
(d. 827/1423) (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:242; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:185).
6 This is the collection of Sirāj al-Dīn ʿAlī ibn ʿUthmān ibn Muḥammad al-Ūshī al-Farghānī (d. 575/1179) (Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn, 1:1224; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:700). It has been recently published as Al-Fatāwā al-Sirājiyya, Karachi: ZamZam 
Publishers, 1st Ed. (1432/2011). The author’s death is given as 569/1173, and according to a weaker opinion, 575/1179. 
7 This was compiled under the patronage of the emperor Awrangzēb between the years 1077/1666 and 1086/1675. 
He had appointed a team of scholars for collecting legal opinions with the aim of achieving an authoritative body of 
Ḥanafī law under Mawlānā Niẓām al-Dīn al-Burhānpūrī (d. around 1090/1679). See Fatāwā ʿ Alamgīriyya (or Hindiyya), 
Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī. For Burhānpūrī, see ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Ḥasanī, Nuzhat al-Khawāṭir, 5:656. For a 
more detailed description of the ʿAlamgīriyya, see Mona Siddiqui, The Juristic Expression of the Rules of Marriage as 
Presented in the Fatāwā ʿĀlamgīrī, unpublished PhD Thesis, Manchester University, 1992.
8 This is the collection of ʿ Ālim ibn al-ʿAlā’ al-Anṣārī al-Andarpatī al-Dihlawī (d. 786/1384) which he dedicated to 
the ruler Tātārkhān (hence the name), though its original name is said to have been Zād al-Musāfir (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 
1:268; 2:947). See also, Al-Fatawā al-Tātārkhāniyya, Hyderabad: Majlis Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed. n.d.
9 See Nuh Ha Mim Keller, Which of the Four Orthodox Madhhabs has the Most developed Fiqh for Muslims living 
as Minorities?, 1995, http://www.masud.co.uk/ISLAM/nuh/fiqh.htm (accessed: 6/01/2012).
10 See Yahya Michot, Ibn Taymiyya: Muslims under non-Muslim Rule, texts translated, annotated and presented 
in relation to six modern readings of the Mardin fatwa, foreword by James Piscatori, Oxford and London: Interface 
Publications, 2006.
11 And similarly observed by Calder about the Hindiyya and other fatwā collections, although his focus is more 
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in point is the Fatāwā Hindiyya, which they point out is a collection of Ḥanafī doctrine that 
was hitherto scattered in different works and not, strictly speaking, a fatwā collection in the 
form of answers given to questions. They add that the purport of the term fatwā in India and 
Central Asia was a collection of rulings conducive for fatwā (muftā bihī)1 on matters that arose 
in normal practice.2 This seems to have been historically correct, as a perusal through a number 
of other fatwā collections from these areas demonstrates. Hence, Andarpatī’s (d. 786/1384) 
Fatāwā Ṭātārkhāniya, is another example since it is primarily a compilation of rulings from earlier 
works such as Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, Al-Fatāwā al-Walwālijiyya,3 Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī,4 Fatāwā 
al-Ḥujja,5 etc.6 Similar is Ūshī’s Fatāwā Sirājiyya and Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Samarqandī’s Al-Multaqaṭ 
fī ’l-Fatāwā al-Ḥanafiyya.7
However, the above is no longer the practice in the Subcontinent. The bulk of the fatwā works 
of the recent centuries are collections of actual fatwās issued in response to questions received 
by the muftī. Hence, this is the case with Nafʿ al-Muftī wa ’l-Sā’il (or Fatāwā al-Lakhnawī) in 
Arabic8 and Majmūʿat al-Fatāwā in Arabic and Persian of Muḥammad ʿ Abd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī 
(d. 1304/1886),9 Kifāyat al-Muftī of the muftī of Delhi Muḥammad Kifāyatullāh Dihlawī (d. 
1372/1952),10 Imdād al-Fatāwā of Ḥakīm al-Umma Ashraf ʿAlī Thānawī (d. 1362/1943),11 Imdād 
al-Aḥkām of Ẓafar Aḥmad Uthmānī (d. 1394/1974), 12 Fatāwā Rashīdiyya of Rashīd Aḥmad 
Gangōhī (d. 1323/1905),13 Fatāwā Maẓāhir ʿUlūm (or Fatāwā Khalīliyya) of Khalīl Aḥmad 
Sahāranpūrī (d. 1346/1928),14 Fatāwā Riḍawiyya of Aḥmad Riḍā Khān Barēlwī (d. 1340/1921),15 
Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband of the grand muftī of Pakistan Muḥammad Shafīʿ Usmani (d. 
to show that the fiqh literature, consisting of what he terms the mukhtaṣars and the mabsūṭs, lacked “in any noticeably 
‘practical’ aspect” (N. Calder, Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era, pp. 72–73).
1 Or maftī bihī. For an explanation of this and related terms and their implications, see Wael Hallaq, Authority, 
Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, pp. 160–162. See also, Ibn ʿĀbidīn al-Shāmī, Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, p. 32.
2 See Masud, Messick and Powers, “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” Islamic Legal Interpretation: 
Muftis and their Fatwas, Cambridge: Harvard University Press (1996), pp. 14–15.
3 Abū ’l-Fatḥ Ẓahīr al-Dīn ʿAbd al-Rashīd ibn Abī Ḥanīfa ibn ʿAbd al-Razzāq al-Walwālijī, Al-Fatāwā al-Walwāli-
jiyya, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya (2003), 5 vols.
4 Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd al-Bukhārī, Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:91.
5 This is possibly the work of Ḥujjat al-Dīn al-Balkhī named Miftaḥ al-Masā’il wa Miṣbāḥ al-Dalā’il.
6 See author’s introduction in ʿĀlim ibn al-ʿAlā’ al-Anṣārī al-Andarpatī al-Dihlawī, Al-Fatawā al-Tātārkhāniyya, 
Hyderabad: Majlis Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed. n.d., 1:67.
7 Nāṣir al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn Yūsuf al-Ḥusaynī al-Samarqandī (d. 556/1160), Al-Multaqaṭ fī ’l-Fatāwā al-Ḥanafi-
yya, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1420/2000).
8 Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī, Fatāwā al-Lakhnawī al-Musammā bi Nafʿ al-Muftī wa ’l-Sā’il, ed. Ṣalāḥ 
Muḥammad Abū ’l-Ḥājj, Beirut: Dār Ibn Ḥazam, 1St Ed. (1422/2001).
9 Muḥammad ʿAbd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī, Majmūʿat al-Fatāwā, translated into Urdu by Muḥammad Barkatullāh 
Lakhnawī, Karachi: HM Saeed Co. (1404/1983).
10 Muḥammad Kifāyatullāh Dihlawī, Kifāyat al-Muftī, Multan: Maktaba Imdādiyya, n.d., compiled and arranged 
by Ḥafīẓ al-Raḥmān Wāṣif, 9 vols.
11 Ashraf ʿAlī Thānawī, Imdād al-Fatāwā, Karachi: Maktaba Dar al-ʿUlūm, n.d., rearranged by Muḥammad Shafīʿ 
Usmani, 6 vols. 
12 Ẓafar Aḥmad ʿUthmānī, Imdād al-Aḥkām, Karachi: Maktaba Dar al-ʿUlūm, 2nd Ed. (1412), 2 vols.
13 Rashīd Aḥmad Gangōhī, Fatāwā Rashīdiyya, Karachi: Darul Ishaat (2003), 1 vol and Bāqiyāt Fatāwā Rashīdi-
yya, compiled and edited by Nūr al-Ḥasan Rāshid Khāndlawī, Kandhla: Ḥaḍrat Muftī Ilāhī Baksh Academy, 1st Ed. 
(1433/2012).
14 Khalīl Aḥmad Sahāranpūrī, Fatāwā Maẓāhir ʿUlūm (or Fatāwā Khalīliyya), Karachi: Maktabat al-Shaykh, 
n.d., 1 vol.
15 Aḥmad Riḍā Khān Barēlwī, Fatāwā Riḍawiyya, Lahore: Riḍā’ Foundation (1420/1999), 30 vols.
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1396/1976),1 Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband of ʿAzīz al-Raḥmān ʿUthmānī (d. 1347/1928),2 
Fatāwā Maḥmūdiyya of Maḥmūd Ḥasan Gangōhī (d. 1417/1992),3 Fatāwā Raḥīmiyya of Sayyid 
ʿAbd al-Raḥīm Lājpūrī (d. 1422/2001),4 Aḥsan al-Fatāwā of Rashīd Aḥmad Ludhyānawī (d. 
1423/2002),5 Fatāwā Niẓāmiyya Ōndarāwiyya6 and Muntakhabāt Niẓām al-Fatāwā7 of the late 
muftī of Deoband Niẓām al-Dīn Aʿẓamī Ōndarāwī (d. 1420/2000), and Āp kē Masā’il ōr unkā 
Ḥal of Muḥammad Yūsuf Ludhyānawī (d. 1420/2000).8 Then there is the currently ongoing work 
on Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Zakariyyā of Muftī Raḍā’ al-Ḥaq of South Africa9 and Ḥabīb al-Fatāwā 
by Ḥabībullāh Qasimī of India,10 among others.
Some of the above like Aḥsan al-Fatāwā and Raḥīmiyya also include concise but detailed trea-
tises on topics that the muftī may have felt a need to compose in light of the queries he received. This 
also demonstrates that the institution of fatwā giving is not moribund, but ongoing and vibrant. 
Furthermore, just as the Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī and Tātārkhāniyya were an exercise in compiling and 
rearranging earlier fatwās, there have been attempts to edit and consolidate the many later Urdu 
fatwā works into a single compilation too. Maharbān ʿAlī Barōtawī made such an attempt and 
named the work Jāmiʿ al-Fatāwā (Fatwā Summa), but only two volumes were published before 
his death.11 A second attempt is currently underway by the Shariah Supervisory Board of America 
in Chicago, which has also published a single volume to date under the same name.12 
Fatwā or nawāzil collections are of interest to common Muslims looking for guidance in every-
day issues, but are of greater importance to the legal community. Jurists of every generation, place 
and time are consulted by the laity with regard to events and issues in their lives, and guidance 
is sought from them. Fatwā collections therefore provide much needed resource and models for 
inference and assist later jurists in formulating appropriate responses.
Nawāzil in the four Sunnī schools
A survey of Ḥanafī legal texts indicates that the term nawāzil has fallen into disuse over the 
centuries in favour of the term fatwā (pl. fatāwā). Therefore, there are many fatwā collections13 
1 Muḥammad Shafīʿ Usmani, Fatawā Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband, Karachi: Darul Ishaat, n.d., 2 vols., comprising ʿ Azīz 
al-Fatāwā of ʿAzīz al-Raḥmān and Imdād al-Muftīn of Usmani.
2 ʿAzīz al-Raḥmān ʿUthmānī, Fatawā Dār al-ʿUlūm Deoband, Karachi: Darul Ishaat, 1st Ed, n.d., rearranged and 
edited with an introduction by Muḥammad Ẓafīr al-Dīn, 12 vols.
3 Maḥmūd Ḥasan Gangōhī, Fatāwā Maḥmūdiyya, Karachi: Kutub Khānā Maẓharī, n.d., 20 vols.
4 Sayyid ʿAbd al-Raḥīm Lājpūrī, Fatāwā Raḥimiyya, Karachi: Darul Ishaat, (2003), Edited and rearranged by 
Ṣāliḥ Muḥammad Kārōrī, 10 vols.
5 Rashīd Aḥmad Ludhyānawī, Aḥsan al-Fatāwā (Jadīd), Karachi: H M Saeed Co, 2nd Ed. (1404/1983), 9 vols. 
6 Niẓām al-Dīn Aʿẓamī Ōndarāwī, Fatāwā Niẓāmiyya Ōndarāwiyya, Deoband: Sājida Book Depot, (1415/1995), 
2 vols.
7 Niẓām al-Dīn Aʿẓamī Ōndarāwī, Muntakhabāt Niẓām al-Fatāwā, New Delhi: Islamic Fiqh Academy, (1414/1994), 
2 vols.
8 Muḥammad Yūsuf Ludhyānawī, Āp kē Masā’il awr unkā Ḥal, Karachi: Maktaba Ludhyānawī, (1416/1995), 10 vols.
9 Raḍā’ al-Ḥaq, Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Zakariyyā, Karachi: ZamZam Publishers, 1st Ed. (1428/2007), currently 4 vols.
10 Ḥabībullāh Qāsimī, Ḥabīb al-Fatāwā, Delhi: Samīʿ Publications, 2nd Ed. (1430/2009), currently 5 vols.
11 Maharbān ʿAlī Barōtawī, Jāmiʿ al-Fatāwā, Delhi: Rabbānī Book Depot, 1st Ed. (1997), 2 vols.
12 Muḥammad Nawāl al-Raḥmān et al., Jāmiʿ al-Fatāwā, Chicago: Shariah Supervisory Board of America, 1st Ed. 
(1426/2005).
13 Some of the more popular primary fatwā collections of the Ḥanafī school still consulted today are Fatāwā Qāḍī 
Khān, Bazzāziyya, Tātārkhāniyya, Hindiyya (or Ālamgīriyya), along with later works that incorporated the above in 
different formats, like Ibn ʿĀbidīn’s (d. 1252/1836) Radd al-Muḥtār, ʿAlā’ al-Dīn ʿĀbidīn’s (d. 1306/1888) Al-Hadiyya 
al-ʿAlā’iyya and Khalīl al-Naḥlāwī’s (d. 1350/1931) Al-Durar al-Mubāḥa fī ’l-Ḥaẓar wa ’l-Ibāḥa, Damascus: Al-Maṭbaʿa 
al-ʿIlmiyya (1407/1987). A large number of the recent collections in the last century have been produced in Urdu in 
the Subcontinent as listed above. See also Abū ’l-Baṣal’s “Al-Madkhal ilā Fiqh al-Nawāzil,” pp. 45–46.
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but hardly any nawāzil collections.1 Ḥanbalīs have also predominantly used fatāwī (or fatāwā) 
along with jawābāt (answers),2 ajwiba (answers) and masā’il (rulings).3 Similar is the case with the 
Shāfiʿīs. We find a few Shāfiʿī scholars employing the term within their works,4 but hardly a single 
collection of rulings titled nawāzil, though there are many called fatāwā, ajwiba and aḥkām.5
The Mālikīs, on the other hand, have predominantly used this term and appear to be the only 
school that continues to use it till this day. Therefore, many nawāzil collections are still found 
in their corpora as opposed to fatwā collections.6 Even the proceedings of the Islamic courts in 
predominantly Mālikī areas of North Africa and Andalucía were compiled under the nawāzil 
title, sometimes even documenting the details of the claims and adjudications that took place and 
the qāḍīs involved.7 Scholars dealing with nawāzil in their school are also reported as sometimes 
being known as nawāzilīs, as they were expected to be more specialized than muftīs, who dealt 
with the general cases while nawāzilīs dealt with the more complicated ones. It is also claimed 
that a special focus on nawāzil is unique to the Maghribī Mālikī scholars, while other schools have 
not devoted great attention to this legal genre.8 While other schools may have not, the Ḥanafī 
school certainly did. Ḥanafī jurists have, over the course of their history, produced an impressive 
number of collections of nawāzil and fatwā, and they continue to produce them today.9
1 For instance, Ḥājī Khalīfa only mentions three collections under the entry on nawāzil: one by Samarqandī, to 
which he dedicates most of his entry, followed by the works of Abū ʿAbd al-Ḥaqq Ibrāhīm ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥanafī and Ibn 
al-Muʿalla (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1981). There is also Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Wāqiʿāt of Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Nāṭifī (d. 
446/1054) (see Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 2:71–72; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:76; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:76).
2 For instance, Jawābāt Masā’il Waradat min al-Ḥaram of Abū Yaʿlā (d. 458/1066). 
3 For instance, Ajwiba Masā’il Warqadat min Ḥalab of Abū ’l-Baqā’ al-ʿAbkarī (d. 616/1219). For discussion on 
fatwā works in the Ḥanbalī school, see Bakr ibn ʿAbdillāh Abū Zayd, Al-Madkhal al-Mufaṣṣal, pp. 2:919–923; Misfar 
ibn ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Qaḥṭānī, Manhaj Istikhrāj al-Aḥkām al-Fiqhiyya li’-Nawāzil al-Muʿāṣira, 1:109, 115.
4 For instance, ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān Abū Shāma al-Maqdisī al-Dimashqī (d. 665/1267) employ the term in his Mukhtaṣar 
al-Mu’ammal fī ’l-Radd ilā ’l-Amr al-Awwal (see Mukhtaṣar al-Mu’ammal, Kuwait: Maktabat al-Ṣaḥwat al-Islāmiyya, 
1403/1983, p. 41), as does ʿAlī ibn Muḥammad al-Māwardī in a few places in his Al-Ḥāwī al-Kabīr fī Fiqh Madhhab 
al-Imām al-Shāfiʿī (Sharḥ Mukhtaṣar al-Muzanī) to refer to issues and occurrences, while the word fatāwā has been used 
many more times. See Al-Ḥāwī al-Kabīr, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1414/1994), 9:33, 16:33, 50, 125, 152, 153.
5 See Misfar al-Qaḥṭānī, Manhaj Istikhrāj al-Aḥkām, 1:109,114–115; Abū ’l-Baṣal, “Al-Madkhal ilā Fiqh al-Nawā-
zil,” pp. 48; Tāj al-Dīn al-Subkī, Ṭabaqāṭ al-Shāfiʿiyya al-Kubra, Dār Iḥyā al-Kutub al-ʿArabiyya (1383/1964); Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn.
6 Hence, Al-Nawāzil al-Kubrā of Wazzānī (d. 1342/1923) (published), Al-Nawāzil al-Ṣughrā of Abū ʿAbdillāh 
al-Mahdī (d. 1342/1923), Nawāzil Ibn Rushd (520/1126), Madhāhib al-Ḥukkām fī Nawāzil al-Aḥkām of Qāḍī ʿIyāḍ 
and his son (published), the Nawāzil of ʿĪsā ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥusaynī al-ʿAlamī (published) and Ḍiyā’ al-Siyāsāt wa Fatāwā 
al-Nawāzil of ʿAbdullāh ibn Muḥammad ibn Fūdī (d. 1245/1829). For these and others, see Abū ’l-Baṣal, “Al-Madkhal 
ilā Fiqh al-Nawāzil,” pp. 47–48. One of their most extensive and popular works of this genre is Abū ’l-ʿAbbās Aḥmad 
ibn Yaḥyā al-Tilimsānī al-Wansharīsī’s (d. 914/1508) Al-Miʿyār al-Muʿrib wa ’l-Jāmiʿ al-Mughrib ʿan Fatāwī ʿUlamā’ 
Ifriqiya wa ’l-Andalus wa ’l-Maghrib, Rabat: Wizārat al-Awqāf wa ’l-Sh’ūn al-Islāmiyya, (1401/1981), 13 vols.
7 See for instance, Madhāhib al-Ḥukkām fī Nawāzil al-Aḥkām, a collection of legal cases compiled by Abū ʿ Abdillāh 
Muḥammad b. ʿIyāḍ (d. 575/1179) of Ceuta. This work has been discussed in Delfina Serrano’s “Legal Practice in an 
Andalusá-Maghribá Source from the Twelfth Century ce: The Madhāhib al-Ḥukkām fī nawāzil al-aḥkām,” Islamic 
Law and Society, Vol. 7, No. 2, Islamic Law in Al-Andalus (2000), pp. 187–234.
8 See “Fiqh al-Nawāzil fi ’l-Gharb al-Islāmī,” a dialogue between Islamweb and Muhammad al-Timismānī and 
Tawfīq al-Ghulbadhūrī at Ibn Ṭufayl University in Quneitra, Morocco (14 March 2001), source: http://www.islamweb.
net/media/index. php?page=article&lang=A&id=2512 (accessed: 17 November 2011). Other claims in this work are 
that the Maghribī nawāzil contain unique features like special relevance given to place and context and fewer hypo-
thetical cases. While the point about hypothetical cases may be true it is beyond the scope of this thesis to examine 
the other claims about place and context.
9 See section above on recent Ḥanafī fatwā collections. Additionally, if it is argued that the Mālikī experience 
in Andalucía was unique due to living with other communities, the same could be said about the Ḥanafī experience 
in Khurasan and Transoxiana (see chapter 1, “Academic, educational and political environment of Transoxiana and 
Khurasan”) and in the Indian Subcontinent and China among other places. We also explore the relationship, if any, 
between nawāzil and minority fiqh at the end of this chapter.
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Furthermore, as stated above, the concept of nawāzil is not really a distinct methodology of 
dealing with unprecedented cases, but the normal method of ijtihād applied to specific cases and 
novel circumstances. This appears to be the same throughout the four schools, even though with 
the Mālikī’s prominent and frequent use of the term it may initially appear otherwise.
Legal origins of fatwā and nawāzil
The more practical aspect of Islamic law is embodied in fatwās issued by muftīs in response to 
questions posed by individuals in connection with their everyday affairs. This is as opposed to 
the more theoretical aspect of Islamic law embodied in the literature dealing with the branches 
(furūʿ) of substantive law (furūʿ al-fiqh) and with the “roots” of legal methodology and jurispru-
dence (uṣūl al-fiqh).10 
The institution of fatwā can be traced back to the Qur’ān, as it contains a number of questions 
and answers, many beginning with yas’alūnaka (“they ask you”) or yastaftūnak (“they seek a fatwā 
from you”).11 It even contains an explicit command—“Ask the people of the reminder if you know 
not”12—for those in need of a response. It cautions those who are consulted from withholding 
the knowledge they have: “As for those who hide the proofs and guidance We send down, after 
We have made them clear to people in the Scripture, God rejects them, and so do others.”13 The 
Prophet Muḥammad  is reported to have said, “If a judge passes judgment and makes ijtihād 
and he is right, he will receive two rewards. If he makes a mistake he will still receive one.”14 The 
ḥadīth literature is replete with incidents in which the Prophet Muḥammad , the prominent 
Companions and their Successors were consulted about juridical issues to which they provided 
answers. Companions in particular like ʿAbdullāh ibn Masʿūd, Ibn ʿAbbās, ʿĀ’isha and Zayd ibn 
Thābit, who were considered jurists, were consulted after the demise of Muḥammad .15
This generation then gave way to individuals who expended their efforts to attain this 
knowledge, process it and develop rulings for the issues that arose in their time. In following the 
command of the Qur’ān to ask the people of knowledge, people consulted with these individuals 
for answers to their problems, and they came to be known as the fuqahā’ (jurists).16 The imāms 
of the schools of jurisprudence followed this earlier tradition and furthered the juristic legacy 
they inherited. They developed methodologies and juridical frameworks to issue fatwās on the 
nawāzil that arose in their time.17 Abū Ḥanīfa, who resided in Kufa, studied under the students 
10 See Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 4; Wael Hallaq, “Fatwās to Furūʿ, pp. 29–65. 
11 See Qur’ān, 2:36, 215, 219, 220, 222, 5:4, 7:187, 8:1 and 4:127, 4:176.
12 Ibid., 21:7; 16:43.
13 Ibid., 2:159. There is also: “And remember Allāh took a covenant from the People of the Book, to make it known 
and clear to mankind, and not to hide it; but they threw it away behind their backs, and purchased with it some mis-
erable gain! And vile was the bargain they made!” (3:187).
14 This ḥadīth is related by ʿAmr ibn al-ʿĀs and Abū Hurayra (Bukhari 7352, Muslim 1716).
15 See ʿ Abdullāh Bin Bayya, Ṣināʿat al-Fatwā wa Fiqh al-Aqalliyyāt, p. 20; Muḥammad ʿ Abd al-Laṭīf Ṣāliḥ al-Farfūr, 
Tārīkh al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, Damascus: Dār al-Kalim al-Ṭayyib, 1st Ed. (1416/1995), pp. 32–33; Ṣalāḥ Muḥammad Abū 
’l-Ḥājj, Al-Madkhal ilā ’l-Fiqh al-Islāmī, Amman: Dār al-Jinān (1425/2004), pp. 51–75; Yaḥyā ibn Sharaf al-Nawawī, 
Tahdhīb al-Asmā’ wa ’l-Lughāt, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d., 1:274; Badr al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn ʿAbdillāh 
al-Zarakshī, Al-Baḥr al-Muḥīṭ fī Uṣūl al-Fiqh, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1421/2000), 4:500; ʿ Abd al-ʿAzīz 
ibn Aḥmad al-Bukhārī, Kashf al-Asrār Sharḥ Uṣūl al-Bazdwī, Dār al-Kitāb al-Islāmī, n.d., 2:378. See also Masud et al., 
“Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” pp. 5–7.
16 The Companions undoubtedly left an indelible mark on the cities they had made their homes. Hence, the schools 
of Madīna and Kufa became particularly renowned due to the academic work that ensued there. For a brief history of 
this and the famous jurists of these two places, see Farfūr, Tārīkh al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, pp. 32–38.
17 See ʿ Abdullāh Bin Bayya, Ṣināʿat al-Fatwā, pp. 20–21; Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpre-
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of the Companion Ibn Masʿūd  and became a celebrated imām due to his intellectual acumen 
and proficiency with juristic issues. Many students acquired their jurisprudence from him and 
furthered his legacy.1 
A number of reports are found about the extensive number of rulings formulated by Abū 
Ḥanīfa and his students and the sheer breadth of juristic activity that used to take place in their 
study circles.2 This large number was nevertheless not sufficient to meet the needs of subsequent 
generations, and the students and grand-students of Abū Ḥanīfa continued to undertake ijtihād 
and formulate new rulings to meet the ongoing demand.3
The later scholars were, however, spared the task of reformulating an entirely new corpus of fiqh 
and developing new maxims (qawā’id) and fundamentals (uṣūl). They utilized and built on the 
principles and fatwās of the first two generations. Hence, each subsequent generation could rely 
on what had been formulated by their predecessors.4 This is clear in Samarqandī’s introduction:
It is related from Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Balkhī, “Do not consider the statements of these [imāms] insignificant, for 
many a time am I consulted on a problem, and were it not for what I had memorized of their statements I would 
not know where to place my foot on the issue.”5
A clarification is in order here about the term nawāzil. Only “new” rulings arising from new 
questions can literally be considered nawāzil, as the literal meaning of the term signifies how they 
originated and came about. Otherwise, when similar events recur they are no longer “unprece-
dented” or “novel,” as rulings may also exist about them. However, legally speaking, once a ruling 
is categorized as being from the nawāzil category, it will always remain this way, as the taxonomy 
of juristic rulings in the Ḥanafī school shows. This will be discussed in the next section.
Ḥanafī classification of juristic rulings
The juridical rulings in the Ḥanafī school can be classified into three categories or genres. The 
purpose of such a taxonomy is to assist the jurist in making the correct selection when a contra-
tation,” pp. 8–10. For the three imāms Mālik, Shāfiʿī and Aḥmad, see Farfūr, Tārīkh al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, pp. 67–74, and 
for a brief review of their jurisprudence and methodology, see pp. 109–113.
1 For Abū Ḥanīfa, his teachers, his students and a review of his jurisprudence and methodology, see Farfūr, Tārīkh 
al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, pp. 59–67, 79–107. Naqīb traces the roots of the Ḥanafī school in Kufa from the Companions to Abū 
Ḥanīfa (Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī 1:82–90).
2 For instance, the Ḥanafī jurist and ḥadīth master Badr al-Dīn al-ʿAynī quotes a number of different opinions. In 
one opinion Abū Ḥanīfa had more than 1,170,000 rulings. Imām Mālik is quoted saying that Abū Ḥanīfa formulated 
60,000 rulings, while Abū Ḥanīfa himself said that in the Sunna there are 830,083 principles (uṣūl) related to worship 
(ʿibādāt) and forty-five related to dealings (muʿāmalāt). Another opinion states that he formulated 300 principles and 
from each of then came ten rulings (ʿAynī, Al-Bināya, 1:122). ʿAynī sees no need to reconcile the various opinions or 
comment on them. Neither could we find any discussion elsewhere on this. It appears, though, that each opinion is 
based on the proponent’s personal assessment of the vast amount of rulings transmitted from the Imām. Some probably 
considered each ruling, its sub-rulings and corollaries separately, others the main rulings only, and yet others focused 
on the uṣūl along with the rulings. Therefore, Ẓafar Aḥmad ʿ Uthmānī relates an opinion of Ibn Samāʿa that Abū Ḥanīfa 
cited more than seventy thousand ḥadīths in his writings. He then says the truth of Ibn Samāʿa’s opinion is indicated in 
the fact that whatever his students like Muḥammad related in the ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir, Abū Yūsuf in his Amālī 
and Kitāb al-Kharāj, ʿAbdullāh ibn al- Mubārak in his books, along with Wakīʿ and the other students, it amounts to 
“an extensive number that cannot be enumerated or whole limits can be fathomed” (Ẓafar Aḥmad ʿUthmānī, Muqa-
ddima Iʿlā’ al-Sunan: Qawā’id fī ʿUlūm al-Ḥadīth, Karachi: Idārat al-Qur’ān wa ’l-ʿUlūm al-Islāmiyya, n.d., p. 316).
3 ʿAynī, Al-Bināya, 1:123–124; Makkī’s introduction to Marghīnānī’s Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, p. 7.
4 For a review and impressive critique of the work done by Islamicists on the genesis of Islamic jurisprudence, see 
Harold Motzki, The Origins of Islamic Jurisprudence: Meccan Fiqh Before the Classical Schools, translation by Marion H. 
Katz, Leiden: Brill, (2002), pp. xi–xvii, 1–49.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 2.
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diction is found between the different types of ruling in a school and a jurist would normally be 
expected to select the higher level of ruling first. The following is a presentation of this tripartite 
system based on Ibn ʿĀbidīn al-Shāmī and Lakhnawī’s expositions1:
 1. Masā’il al-Uṣūl (the fundamental rulings), also known as ẓāhir al-riwāya, are the trans-
mitted rulings from the founding imāms, namely Abū Ḥanīfa, Abū Yūsuf, and Muḥam-
mad al-Shaybānī. Shāmī states that sometimes the rulings of Zufar ibn Huzayl, Ḥasan ibn 
Ziyād and others are also included but it is mostly the rulings of the former three that are 
found in this category. These are the rulings represented in the six books of Muḥammad, 
namely the Mabsūṭ (also known as the Aṣl), Al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr, Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, Al-Siyar 
al-Kabīr, Al-Siyar al-Ṣaghīr, and the Ziyādāt.2 Both Ibn ʿĀbidīn and Lakhnawī add that 
Ḥākim al-Shahīd’s Kitāb al-Muntaqā and Kitāb al-Kāfī are also of this category, though of 
a lower level. They are called the ẓāhir al-riwāya (lit. manifest narrations) because they are 
transmitted from Muḥammad by reliable authorities through well-known (mashhūr) or 
widespread (mutawātir) chains of transmission.
 2. Masā’il al-Nawādir are rulings that are also transmitted from the founding imāms but are 
not contained in the six books. Rather, they are recorded in the other books of Muḥammad 
like the Kaysāniyyāt,3 Raqqiyyāt, Jurjāniyyāt, and Ḥārūniyyāt, or in the works of other 
early jurists, such as Ḥasan ibn Ziyād’s Mujarrad, and books of amālī (dictation), such as 
that of Abū Yūsuf. There are also Nawādir Ibn Samāʿa, Nawādir Hishām, and Nawādir Ibn 
Rustum. The rulings of this category are called the nawādir (rare transmissions) because 
they have not been transmitted from Muḥammad through clear, established and reliable 
chains as have the books of the earlier category.
 3. The Nawāzil, Wāqiʿāt, or Fatāwā are the new rulings inferred by the later jurists—that is, 
the students of Abū Yūsuf and Muḥammad, and their students ad continuum—when they 
were consulted about issues and could not find any transmitted rulings from the three im-
āms. These are the extrapolations (takhrījāt) and inferences (istinbāṭāt) of the later schol-
ars, mostly based on the maxims and rulings laid out by the founding imāms.4
Both Lakhnawī and Shāmī concur that the first known compiled work of the fatwās of the 
later jurists was Samarqandī’s Nawāzil. Samarqandī compiled the fatwās of his teachers and 
the teachers of his teachers like ʿIṣām ibn Yūsuf (d. 215/830), Ibrāhīm ibn Rustum (d. 211/826), 
Muḥammad ibn Samāʿa, Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī, Abū Ḥafṣ al-Bukhārī (d. 217/832), Muḥammad 
1 See ʿ Abd al-Ḥayy al-Lakhnawī, Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr on Shaybānī’s Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, pp. 17–19; Ibn ʿ Ābidīn al-Shāmī, 
Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, pp. 9–13 and Radd al-Muḥtār, p. 47, where he provides additional detail and points out a 
possible difference between the riwāyat al-uṣūl and ẓāhir al-riwāya in the first category. This is also discussed by Abū 
’l-Ḥājj in Al-Madkhal ilā ’l-Fiqh al-Islāmī, p. 253; Muḥammad Taqi Usmani, Uṣūl al-Iftā’ (unpublished notes recorded by 
ʿAbdullāh Shawkat Abbotābādī, Jamiʿā Darul ʿUlūm Karachi), pp. 23–24; Farfūr, Tārīkh al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, pp. 98–101; 
Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, pp. 47–48.
2 Although most are agreed on the six books of Shaybānī being of this category, there is some difference of opinion 
about the two Siyars in particular (see Abu ’l-Ḥājj’s note on his edition of Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī (unpublished), 
p. 34).
3 It is understood that these rulings were compiled in a place called Kaysān or that they were dictated to Sulaymān 
al-Kaysānī and hence called the Kaysāniyyāt. It is also said that Muḥammad compiled these rulings for a person named 
Kayyān and are thus called the Kayyāniyyāt (see Abu ’l-Ḥājj, p. 34).
4 I say “mostly based” because, as will be shown later in the section dealing with the classification of jurists, many 
of the jurists had the capability to undertake independent ijtihād and could have been expected to exercise this ability.
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ibn Salama, Muḥammad ibn Muqātil (d. 248/862), Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā and Abū Nāṣr Muḥammad 
ibn Sallām (d. 305/918).
Other collections followed, like Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Wāqiʿāt of Abū ’l-ʿAbbās Aḥmad ibn 
Muḥammad ibn ʿ Umar al-Nāṭifī (d. 446/1054) and the Wāqiʿāt of Ṣadr al-Shahīd (d. 536/1142). 
Initially, the rulings of the different categories were kept separated. Many concise texts (mutūn) 
comprising the fundamental rulings of the school, like Ṭaḥāwī and Qudūrī’s Mukhtaṣars, were 
then produced mainly for the purpose of memorization. This then gave rise to glosses (ḥawāshī) 
and commentaries (shurūḥ) on them. These mutūn and commentaries and also many of the 
fatwā collections began then to include rulings from all three categories without maintaining a 
separation, but began blurring the lines between them. Fatāwā Qāḍīkhān is an example of this.1 
Some did continue to maintain the separation, such as the Muḥīṭ of Raḍī al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn 
Muḥammad al-Sarakhsī (d. 544/1149),2 who first listed the rulings of ẓāhir al-riwāya, followed 
by the nawādir, and then the fatwās. However, as time went on, it became difficult to distinguish 
between the ẓāhir al-riwāya, nawādir and the later nawāzil and fatwās in a collection without 
referring to the original sources.3 
What is clear is that not all the opinions found in the later fatwā works can be considered the 
opinions of the three founding imāms, even though they are accepted works within the Ḥanafī 
corpus, because they contain the extrapolations and inferences of the jurists of the subsequent 
generations too. Therefore, Lakhnawī cautions that people should not be quick to attribute all 
that is found in such collections as being the rulings of the imāms themselves. For instance, all 
the rulings found even in the reliable collections like the Khulāṣa, Ẓahīriyya and Qāḍīkhān can-
not be considered the actual opinions of the three imāms.4 With Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, which 
is the first book in the nawāzil genre, the author of each opinion is clearly cited, and there is no 
such confusion found therein. It primarily sets out to compile rulings of the third category, as 
declared at its outset.
Classification of jurists in the Ḥanafī School
A number of classifications of the levels of jurists within the Ḥanafī school have also been pro-
posed. Which level Samarqandī would qualify for depends on whose criteria is used. One of the 
more well-known typologies is that of the Ottoman Shaykh al-Islām Aḥmad ibn Sulaymān Ibn 
Kamāl Pasha al-Rūmī (d. 940/1534),5 who divided the jurists into seven levels, as follows:
 1. Mujtahidīn fi ’l-Sharʿ. Those who are able to undertake independent ijtihād in the Sacred 
Law, like the four imāms and anyone on the same footing as them, in formulating funda-
1 Fakhr al-Dīn Ḥasan ibn Manṣūr Qāḍīkhān al-Ūzjandī al-Farghānī, Fatāwā Qāḍīkhān, Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth 
al-ʿArabī (on the margins of Al-Fatāwā al-Hindiyya), 4th Ed., n.d.
2 For Sarakhsī, see Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:91; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1282, 1619, 2001; Asmā’ al-Kutub, p. 265.
3 See Ibn ʿ Ābidīn, Sharḥ ʿ Uqūd Rasm al-Muftī, p. 10. Hallaq also demonstrates, through examples from the schools 
of jurisprudence, how fatwās were incorporated in furū’ works and became part and parcel of them. Hence, the main 
body of fiqh in the Ḥanafī school later did not consist of just the ẓāhir al-riwāya and Nawādir, but many of the reli-
able fatwās were added. Many later works then left no distinction between the three levels of rulings, and the ẓāhir 
al-riwāya and nawādir became mixed with the fatwās in books such as Fatāwā Qādīdkhān and the Khulāṣa too. See 
his well-argued paper “Fatwās to Furūʿ,” pp. 29–65.
4 See Lakhnawī’s Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, p. 20.
5 For his biography, see Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:26; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:355–357, who is full of praise 
for him; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, pp. 21–22. See also, Colin Imber, Ebu’s-Suʿud: The Islamic Legal Tradition, Edinburgh 
University Press, 1st Ed. (1997), p. 7.
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mental juristic principles and deriving rulings and outcomes from the four sacred sources 
without having to follow others, neither in the fundamental principles (uṣūl) nor in the 
derivatives thereof (furūʿ). 
 2. Mujtahidīn fi ’l-Madhhab. Those who are able to undertake ijtihād within the bounda-
ries of a school, like Abū Yūsuf, Muḥammad and the other students of Abū Ḥanīfa, who 
are capable of deriving rulings from the main sources according to the maxims (qawāʿid) 
formulated by their teacher Abū Ḥanīfa. Although they may disagree with him on certain 
derived rulings (furūʿ), they follow him in the fundamental principles (uṣūl).
 3. Mujtahidīn fi ’l-Masā’il. Those who are able to undertake ijtihād in issues (masā’il) in 
which no opinion is found from the founder of the school. These are the likes of Abū 
Bakr al-Khaṣṣāf (d. 261/875), Abū Jaʿfar al-Ṭaḥāwī (d. 321/933), Abu ’l-Ḥasan al-Karkhī 
(d. 340/951), Shams al-A’imma al-Ḥulwānī (d. 448/1056 or 449/1057), Shams al-A’imma 
al-Sarakhsī (d. around 483/1090), Fakhr al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d. 482/1089), Qāḍīkhān (d. 
592/1196) and the like. They are unable to differ with the founder in the fundamental 
principles or in the derived rulings, but they are able to infer rulings in issues in which no 
opinion is found from him based on the principles and maxims formulated by him.
He ranked the previous ones as mujtahids, while the remaining he ranks as muqallids:
 4. Aṣḥāb al-Takhrīj (Scholars of Explication). These are the likes of Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī 
(d. 370/980) and his calibre. They are not capable of undertaking ijtihād but due to their 
knowledge of the fundamentals and their firm understanding of the sources they are able 
to explicate (through their reasoning and their pondering over the fundamentals and anal-
ogizing on similar rulings) an ambiguous opinion or ruling transmitted from the founder 
of the school or one of his students that has two possible interpretations.
 5. Aṣḥāb al-Tarjīḥ (Scholars of Preponderance). This group, which includes Abū ’l-Ḥusayn 
al-Qudūrī (d. 428/1037), Burhān al-Dīn al-Marghīnānī (d. 593/1197) and the like, de-
cides on preponderance of certain opinions in the school over others.
 6. Aṣḥāb al-Tamyīz (Scholars of Differentiation). This group of muqallid scholars, which in-
cludes the authors of the four authoritative texts (mutūn), the Kanz,1 Mukhtār,2 Wiqāya3 
and Majmaʿ,4 differentiate between the strong, strongest and weak opinions within the 
school, as well as between the ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir (and record only the sound 
opinions).
 7. This group is unable to do any of the above but are said to merely record the rulings of their 
predecessors. As Ibn Kamāl describes, “They are unable to distinguish between the wheat 
1 This is the work of Abū al-Barakāt ʿ Abdullāh ibn Aḥmad Ḥāfiẓ al-Dīn al-Nasafī (d. 710/1310) (see Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 
2:1516; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:464).
2 This is the work of ʿAbdullāh ibn Maḥmūd ibn Mawdūd al-Mawṣilī (d. 683/1284) (see Asmā’ al-Kutub 1:266; 
Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1622; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:462).
3 This is the work of Maḥmūd ibn ʿAḥmad ibn ʿUbaydillāh ibn Ibrāhīm al-Maḥbūbī al-Bukhārī Burhān al-Sharīʿa 
(d. around 673/1274). There appears to be much controversy about the author of this work. For a detailed treatment, 
see Ṣalāh Muḥammad Abū ’l-Ḥājj’s introduction to Muntahā ’l-Nuqāya, pp. 29–36.
4 This is the work of Aḥmad ibn ʿ Alī ibn Thaʿlab al-Saʿātī al-Baʿlabakkī al-Baghdādī (d. 634/1236) (see Lakhnawī, 
Al-Nafiʿ al-Kabīr, p. 25; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1600).
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and the chaff or the left to the right, but they simply record whatever they find, like the one 
who picks firewood by the darkness of night.”1
This classification has also been reproduced by Ibn ʿĀbidīn without any criticism, which may 
have helped its popularity, as it is one of the most commonly mentioned classification in intro-
ductions on fiqh and the like.2 It was most likely first quoted by Ṭāsh Kubrīzādeh,3 and several 
other scholars, such as ʿ Umar ibn ʿ Umar al-Zuhrī (d. 1079/1669) and Tamīmī, have adopted and 
approved of this typology.4 However, it has also come under much criticism. Lakhnawī states 
that there are many concerns about it, especially in the way Ibn Kamāl has effectively lowered 
the status of many jurists by placing them into a lower category than was their right. He then 
quotes from the detailed and scathing attack of Shihāb al-Dīn al-Marjānī (d. 1306/1889) on the 
classification.5 Zāhid al-Kawtharī (d. 1371/1952) argues that the author has not been successful 
in his division of the juristic levels or in his rankings of the jurists according to them. He then 
goes further and also quotes Marjānī’s entire critique in an appendix in his Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī.6 The 
Egyptian Ḥanafī scholar Muḥammad Bakhīt al-Muṭīʿī (d. 1354/1935) also rejects it while quoting 
Marjānī’s criticism nearly word for word.7
Some of the main criticism8 against Ibn Kamāl’s classification is that he has lowered the levels 
of Abū Yūsuf, Muḥammad and Zufar by putting them below that of Shāfiʿī and Mālik instead of 
on an equal level; he has considered them unable to differ with Abū Ḥanīfa in the fundamental 
principles of the school but only in the branches; he has placed many of the later great jurists 
like Ṭaḥāwī, Khaṣṣāf, Karkhī, Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī and Marghīnānī below their status; there is no dis-
tinguishable difference between those of the fifth and sixth levels9; and I will add that level seven 
1 This is as quoted in Ibn ʿĀbidīn’s Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, pp. 4–5 and his Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:77, which is a 
slightly summarized version of the original. For Ibn Kamāl’s complete rendering, see Shams al-Dīn Muḥammad ibn 
Sulaymān Ibn Kamāl Pāshā, Risāla fī Ṭabaqāt al-Fuqahā’, MS Daiber 2362, fol. 166r and MS Daiber 2353, fols. 149r-v.
2 For instance, see Muḥammad Ibrāhīm Aḥmad ʿ Alī, “Al-Madhhab ʿ inda ’l-Ḥanafiyya,” Dirāsāt fī ’l-Fiqh al-Islāmī, 
Makkah: Umma al-Qurā University, pp. 59–59; Faraj’s introduction to Samarqandī’s Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya, pp. 13–14; 
Mudarris, Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:175–176. See also, Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:163
3 This is the observation of Aḥmad Saʿīd Ḥawwā in Al-Madkhal ilā Madhhab al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa al-Nuʿmān 
Rahimahullāhu Taʿālā, Jeddah: Dār al-Andalus al-Khaḍrā’ (1423/2002), p. 407. See also, Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 
1:166.
4 See ʿUmar ibn ʿUmar al-Zuhrī, Al-Jawāhir al-Nafīsa fī Sharḥ al-Durra al-Munīfa, Riyāḍ: King Saud University, 
MS 217.4/c. G. 100, fols. 185–186; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:34, where he calls it “a very good classification.” However, 
Marjānī strongly critiques this observation, arguing that it has no precedence (Shihāb al-Dīn ibn Bahā’ al-Dīn al-Mar-
jānī, Nāẓūrat al-Ḥaq fī Farḍiyyat al-ʿIshā’ wa in lam Yaghib al-Shafaq, Kazan, 1287/1870, p. 58).
5 See Lakhnawī’s Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, pp. 9–16; Marjānī, Nāẓūrat al-Ḥaq, pp. 57–65.
6 See Kawtharī, Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī fī Sīrat al-Imām Abī Yūsuf al-Qāḍī, Karachi: H M Saeed Company (1403/1983), 
pp. 25–27, 83–95.
7 However, he does not cite Marjānī’s name as his source. See Muḥammad Bakhīt al-Muṭīʿī, Irshād Ahl al-Milla 
ilā Ithbāt al-Ahilla, Egypt: Maṭbaʿa Kurdistān al-ʿIlmiyya (1329/1911), pp. 365–377.
8 See Marjānī, Nāẓūrat al-Ḥaq, p. 63; Kawtharī, Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī, p. 92; Muḥammad Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa: 
Ḥayātuhū wa ʿ Aṣruhū, Ārā’uhū wa Fiqhhuhū, Cairo: Dār al-Fikr al-ʿArabī (1955), pp. 440–445; Ḥawwā, Al-Madkhal, p. 
409; Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:173–182; Abu ’l-Ḥājj’s notes on Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, pp. 6–16, and more 
briefly in his Al-Madkhal ila ’l-Fiqh al-Islāmī, p. 220, fn. 1. Among them, Naqīb probably provides the most detailed 
and balanced critique of Ibn Kamāl’s placement of jurists citing relevant examples and quotes to back his arguments. 
Hallaq provides a refined and detailed comparison of it with Ibn Rushd and Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ’s typologies, from which he 
draws a number of conclusions, which then became the framework for the rest of his book. However, any criticism 
of Ibn Kamāl’s typology is missing from his treatment of it. See Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in 
Islamic Law, pp. 14–23. 
9 It is difficult to see what the difference is between them. Tarjīḥ means “to ascribe preference” while tamyīz 
means “to differentiate.” One would clearly need to perform a level of tamyīz between different opinions to make tarjīḥ, 
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cannot really qualify as a jurists’ rank since he describes it as including those who have absolutely 
no ability to sift through juristic opinions.1
A basic defence of Ibn Kamāl Pasha’s classification has been attempted by Muhammad Taqi 
Usmani. However, he does not respond to all the criticism put forward by Marjānī and neither 
does it appear that he has intended it to be a thorough defence either.2 A more focused attempt 
and analysis is undertaken by Aḥmad Saʿīd Ḥawwā. He argues that it is a very good first attempt 
and generally agrees with the classification, though he acknowledges weakness in the actual 
placement of jurists among the categories.3
Another classification, which appears to be just a cut-down version of Ibn Kamāl’s, is proposed 
by Maḥmūd ibn Sulaymān al-Kafawī (d. 990/1582). He divides the jurists into five levels:
 1. Early Predecessors (salaf) among the Ḥanafī jurists, namely, students of Abū Ḥanīfa like 
Abū Yūsuf, Muḥammad and Zufar, who undertake ijtihād within the school and derive 
rulings from the four sacred sources according to maxims laid out by their teacher Abū 
Ḥanīfa. Although they disagree with him on certain derived rulings, they follow him in 
the fundamental principles.
 2. The elect among the later scholars like Ṭaḥāwī, Khaṣṣāf, Karkhī, Ḥulwānī, Sarakhsī, Fakhr 
al-Islām al-Bazdawī, Qāḍīkhān, Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd the author of the Dhakhīra and 
Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, Shaykh Ṭāhīr Aḥmad the author of the Niṣāb and Khulāṣat al-Fatāwā 
and the like. They are unable to differ with the founder in the fundamental principles or in 
the derived rulings, but they are able to infer rulings on issues in which no opinion exists 
from the founder of the school.
 3. Muqallid Scholars of Explication (aṣḥāb al-takhrīj), like Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī and the like, who 
have no capability whatsoever to undertake ijtihād, but because of their knowledge of the 
fundamental principles they are able to explicate an ambiguous opinion or a ruling that has 
two possible interpretations.
 4. Muqallid Scholars of Preference (aṣḥāb al-tarjīḥ) like Qudūrī, Marghīnānī and the like. 
They decide on the preponderance of certain transmissions in the school over others using 
statements such as “This is superior,” “This is more correct in transmission,” “This is clearer 
in understanding,” “This is closer to analogy,” or “This is easier for people.”
 5. Muqallid scholars who can distinguish between the strongest, the strong and weak opin-
ions and between the ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir like Shams al-A’imma al-Kardarī (d. 
642/1245), Jamāl al-Dīn al-Ḥaṣīrī (d. 636/1239), Ḥāfiẓ al-Dīn al-Nasafī, and others like 
and the mere act of tamyīz would normally include some level of tarjīḥ. However, for a defense of Ibn Kamāl on this 
point, see Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:172. This discussion of Marjānī is clearly about the fifth and sixth levels, 
as can be seen in his work and also confirmed in Kawtharī’s excerpt of it (Marjānī, Nāẓūrat al-Ḥaq, p. 63; Kawtharī, 
Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī, p. 92), while Ṣalāḥ Abu ’l-Ḥājj cites Marjānī’s statement as referring to a confusion between the sixth 
and seventh levels (p. 34).
1 Unless he is referring to wannabe jurists. Abū Zahra also questions the validity of this level (Abū Ḥanīfa, p. 445). 
This is similarly echoed by Aḥmad Saʿīd Ḥawwā, who says that it was possibly added to warn of the status of those 
unqualified “jurists” found in every generation who pass fatwās without knowledge or the ability to undertake ijtihād 
(Al-Madkhal, p. 409).
2 He argues that the levels of classification are not intended to be mutually exclusive but are merely independent 
levels of ijtihād and that it is possible to have a single jurist be placed in more than one level (see M. Taqi Usmani, Uṣūl 
al-Iftā’, p. 19–22). His language is not forceful, and his explanation is prefixed with the words “it is possible.”
3 See Ḥawwā, Al-Madkhal, p. 409, and pp. 418–420, where he has attempted a new placement among the categories.
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the later authors of the reliable primary texts (mutūn) such as the Mukhtār, Wiqāya and 
Majmaʿ. They do not relate rejected opinions and weak transmissions. This is the lowest 
level of the mujtahids and anyone below this would be considered of the general laity who 
are obliged to follow the scholars of their era.1
The apparently redundant seventh level of the first typology is omitted, as is the first, and it starts 
the levels after that of the founding Imām. As a jurist and founding Imām, his level should have been 
included but it could be argued that it was left out for brevity since his position is well established. 
It also maintains that Abū Yusuf, Muḥammad and Zufar are unable to disagree with Abū Ḥanīfa 
in the fundamental principles and does not upgrade the placement of some jurists like Jaṣṣāṣ.
A third classification is therefore proposed, which is that reformulated by the Shāfiʿī scholar 
Ibn Ḥajar al-Makkī (d. 974/1566),2 but it has been considered more acceptable than Ibn Kamāl’s 
in applying to Ḥanafī jurists too.3 Lakhnawī presents it as follows:
 1. Mujtahid Muṭlaq Mustaqill is one who is capable of independent legal reasoning and is 
not affiliated [with any imām]. Among the conditions of this rank are inner discernment 
or trained intelligence (fiqh al-nafs), soundness of mind, valid administration, awareness, 
inference, knowledge of the proofs and the legal techniques mentioned in the sources and 
their preconditions with a deep understanding of the fundamental rulings.
 2. Mujtahid Muṭlaq Muntasib is one who is capable of independent legal reasoning but is 
affiliated to a proficient mujtahid imām. He neither blindly follows his school nor his 
proofs4 because he himself is fully capable of employing the tools of ijtihād, but he is affili-
ated because he chooses to follows his particular method of ijtihād.
 3. Mujtahid fi ’l-Madhhab is one who is bound within the school of an imām, but is inde-
pendently able to establish his principles5 from the proofs, but he chooses to not go beyond 
the fundamentals and principles of his imām in this regard. Among the conditions of this 
rank is that he is knowledgeable of the school and its principles, the proofs of its rulings 
in detail, and of the ways of analogy, and is completely trained in extrapolation and infer-
ence by being able to analogize the non-specified (ghayr manṣūṣ) rulings to the specified 
(manṣūṣ) through his knowledge of the fundamentals of his imām. However, he would not 
be considered abandoning his following of the imām by his employing some independent 
methods of ijtihād, as in grammar or ḥadīth.6
1 See Kafawī, Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, unmarked manuscript, fols. 4–5 and quoted by Lakhnawī, Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, 
pp. 8–9.
2 For his complete typology, which he says is a summary of Nawawī from Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ and others, see Aḥmad ibn 
Muḥammad Ibn Ḥajar al-Haytamī al-Makkī, Shann al-Ghāra ʿalā Man Aẓhar Ma’arratan Taqūluhū fī ’l-Hinnā’i wa 
ʿAwāra, Maktabat al-Azhar, MS 317003, fol. 10. For Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ’s typology, which could be considered its origin, see 
Abū ʿAmr ʿUthmān Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ, Adab al-Muftī wa ’l-Mustaftī, (published with Fatāwā wa Masā’il Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ), ed. 
ʿAbd al-Muʿṭī Amīn Qalʿajī, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 1st Ed. (1406/1986), 1:21–41. Wael Hallaq analyses and discusses 
Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ’s typology at length in Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, pp. 7–14 and Norman Calder 
studies Nawawī’s typology in “Al-Nawawī’s Typology of Muftīs and Its Significance for a General Theory of Islamic 
Law,” pp. 137–164, but see Hallaq’s note on Calder’s study in Authority, p. 14, fn. 30.
3 By Lakhnawī, Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, p. 14; Kawtharī, Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī, p. 24; and Abu ’l-Ḥājj in his notes to Sharḥ ʿ Uqūd 
Rasm al-Muftī, p. 16 where he goes on to present yet another classification which will be reviewed below.
4 That is, Lā yuqalliduhū lā fī ’l-madhhab wa lā fī ’l-dalīl.
5 Most likely referring to “his imām’s principles.”
6 Lakhnawī, Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, p. 14.
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This typology is cohesive and simple and, broadly speaking, appears to be more in line with 
the reality. Lakhnawī provides some basic details about who would be included in the three 
categories.1 However, I believe, as stated also by Kawtharī, a more thorough study needs to be 
undertaken to classify the jurists of the school according to these levels or something similar.2
Although I could agree to some extent with this originally Shāfiʿī classification, it is rather 
generic and the categories too broad to highlight the subtle yet significant differences between 
the levels of jurists actually found in the Ḥanafī school. Therefore, let us consider another clas-
sification. The Egyptian scholar Muḥammad Abū Zahra (d. 1394/1974) provides a critique of 
Ibn Kamāl Pasha’s classification and attempts to explain his different levels in some detail to help 
understand what he may have intended. His critique could be summarized as follows.
Similar to Marjānī and Kawtharī, Abū Zahra considers that those in the second level like Abū 
Yūsuf and Muḥammad should be placed in the first level and then he says the second level should 
be eliminated. He then argues for levels three, four and five to be consolidated into just two levels 
(the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj and aṣḥāb al-tarjīḥ) because he does not see a clear distinction between level 
four and five. Furthermore, he supports the sixth level but questions the validity of the seventh.3
His reformulation of the levels into five has some plausibility with the exception that elimi-
nating the second level would lead to the exclusion of many who disputed with the imām in the 
derived rulings but followed him in his fundamentals.4
There are a number of other classifications, of which I will briefly review two.5 Ṣalāḥ Abū 
’l-Ḥājj proposes one based on the era in which the jurists lived, which he calls a taqsīm zamānī 
(chronological typology). His higher three levels are of the mujtahid muṭlaq (independent), 
the mujtahid muṭlaq muntasib (affiliated-independent), followed by the mujtahid muntasib 
(affiliated). The third is described as following the principles of his imām, but he can sometimes 
differ with him in both a principle and derived ruling based on his personal ijtihād which he 
undertakes directly from the Qur’ān and Sunna. Abū ’l-Ḥājj places among them “Ṭaḥāwī and his 
like of the jurists of the 3/9th and 4/10th century.” His fourth level is the mujtahid fī ’l-madhhab, 
which he then separates according to century. The first of them are the jurists of the 5/12th, 6/13th 
and part of the 7/14th century, followed by those of the 8/15th century, and so on. He then goes 
on to highlight their functions.
His later levels from after the 4/10th century are useful, since they describe the functions of 
the later jurists very well and embody a chronological element that reveals the development 
within the school. However, the problem I see with the third level is that it does not seem to 
have any room in it for the jurists of the 3/9th and 4/10th century who were not mujtahids of the 
level described by him, such as Samarqandī, who do not dispute with their imām in a principle 
or derived ruling. This means that many such jurists would be left out since his next level starts 
with those of the 5/11th century.
It is possible that he does not intend to exclude them, and that is why he describes them as 
1 Ibid., pp. 14–17.
2 Kawtharī, Ḥusn al-Taqāḍī, p. 24. For a basic discussion on how the classification of jurists applies to jurists in 
different schools, see Al-Mawsūʿa al-Fiqhiyya, Kuwait: Wizārat al-Awqāf wa ’l-Shu’ūn al-Islāmiyya, 2nd Ed. (1404/1983), 
1:34–39.
3 See Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa, pp. 440–445. For a review of Abū Zahra’s proposal, see Ḥawwā in Al-Madkhal, p. 
414–417 and Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:190–192.
4 For a list of such jurists, see Ḥawwā, Al-Madkhal, pp. 415–416.
5 For a review of Shāh Walīyullāh al-Dihlawī’s classification, see Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:186–189.
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“sometimes differing with the imām” (emphasis mine), and hence those who do not differ at all 
are also intended. However, in my opinion, if that is his purport it is not as clear as it should be. 
Based on this, though, Samarqandī could be placed in the third category of mujtahid muntasib.1
There is yet another classification which Aḥmad al-Naqīb proposes after reviewing many others. 
He takes into consideration the subtle differences that other classifications have been criticized 
for ignoring and proposes eight levels. In brief they are as follows: (1) mujtahid muṭlaq mustaqill 
(absolute-independent), (2) mujtahid muṭlaq muntasib (affiliated-independent), (3) mujtahid 
muqayyad bi ’l-madhhab (constrained to a school), (4) aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (scholars of explication), 
(5) aṣḥāb al-tarjīḥ (scholars of preference), (6) aṣḥāb al-tamyīz (scholars of differentiation), (7) 
ḥuffāẓ al-madhhab (masters in the rulings of the school), and the remaining naqalat al-madhhab 
(general transmitters of the rulings of the school).2
I believe this classification to be the most intuitive and profound and most in line with the 
reality of the status of the jurists of the school.
Finally, there are other classifications that do not take the characteristics of the jurists into con-
sideration at all but are based purely on the time in which they lived. One example is the Ṭabaqāt 
of Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī (d. 979/1572), in which he has classified the jurists he records into twenty-one 
levels, and the other is Kafawī, who has classified them into twenty-two.3 However, they do not 
serve much purpose for us with regard to determining Samarqandī’s juristic level, and therefore 
I will now move on to determining his level based on the other classifications.
Samarqandī’s juristic level
To determine the status of Samarqandī with regard to these various classifications, let us first take 
a look at his methodology and some of his opinions in the Nawāzil.
  In a number of places where the discussion is regarding a point of difference between the 
founding imāms, Samarqandī puts these opinions in proper perspective and points out their 
implications in different situations. For instance, he relates that the jurist Abū Jaʿfar was asked 
about the significance of the Friday ghusl. He replied that Abū Yūsuf considered that it was 
on merit of the Friday prayer (Ṣalāt al-Jumuʿa), while Ḥasan ibn Ziyād considered it to be on 
merit of the day itself. Samarqandī puts this in perspective by saying that if a person does ghusl 
any time after true dawn (fajr) and performs the Friday prayer without nullifying the ablution 
in between, he will have attained its virtue according to both scholars. If he breaks his ablution 
in between, he will still attain the virtue according to Ḥasan but not according to Abū Yūsuf.4
  At times he provides his reasoning for a jurist’s judgment. These are normally prefixed with 
“The Jurist says.” For instance, he quotes that Abū Naṣr was asked about a person who wiped 
his head (masaḥ) with only the tips of his fingers. He replied that if water was dripping of them 
when wiping, it would be valid; otherwise it would not. Samarqandī explains that if the water 
1 See Abū ’l-Ḥājj, Sharḥ ʿUqūd, pp. 16–19
2 For a full description of these levels, see Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:193–194. He proposes and describes 
the eight levels but does not provide a listing of the scholars that would qualify for each in his opinion, most likely 
relying on his review and critique of others’ placements of them.
3 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt and Katā’ib Aʿlām al-Akhyār, unmarked manuscript. See also Naqīb, Al-Madhhab 
al-Ḥanafī, 1:161–162.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 4.
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is dripping it means it is flowing down the fingers to their tips. So when wiping with them, it 
is as if he is repeatedly taking new water and wiping with it.”1
  At times, he will relate the opinion of one of the later jurists and approve it by confirming it to 
be in accordance with the opinions of the earlier jurists. For example, he relates on the author-
ity of Nuṣayr that Shaddād said that if a man falls asleep in his prayer and laughs out loud, it 
does not nullify his ablution. Samarqandī then states this opinion to be “in conformance with 
the opinions of our jurists.”2 
  In some places he quotes an issue of difference among the founding imāms and then provides 
a way to reconcile them or show preference of one over the other. For instance, with regard 
to ritual prayer in clothing that has been soiled with “used water”3 or urine of permissible 
animals,4 he quotes the various opinions and then says, “With regard to used water we take 
the opinion of Muḥammad, and with regard to the urine of permissible animals we take the 
opinion of Abū Ḥanīfa and Abū Yūsuf.”5 Then, with regard to how a sick person should sit in 
prayer, he appears to give preference to the opinion of Abū ’l-Qāsim, which conforms to the 
view of the three imāms, over that of Zufar by explaining that it is easier for the sick person to 
sit in the way recommended by them (i.e., cross-legged or sitting on one’s haunches with the 
knees raised).6
  At times, Samarqandī shows preference for an opinion contrary to that of one of the found-
ing imāms. For instance, he quotes that Abū ’l-Qāsim was asked about the state of water into 
which a dead person had fallen. He replied that it was related from Abū Yūsuf that if the corpse 
had fallen in after being bathed, the water would remain pure; otherwise it would not. Abū 
’l-Qāsim then said, “I do not consider there to be any difference between the two cases. The 
water would not become impure in either case, and the ruling should be the same as that of a 
living person.” Samarqandī then quotes from him further clarifications on the issue in support 
of his opinion over that of the imām.7
  In a number of places, he relates an opinion of a jurist, differs with it and then provides his 
own opinion. For instance, in the issue of whether a husband is responsible for providing his 
wife with water for ablution, he relates the opinions of Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā, whose opinion was 
that in some cases it is not the husband’s responsibility. Samarqandī differs with him and says 
it is always his responsibility, just as it is to provide her with drinking water because it is from 
among her fundamental needs.8 He bases his inference on an analogy with drinking water. 
Another example is the case of a fasting person who consumes raw fat. According to Abū Bakr 
al-Iskāf, it is not the same as consuming meat and therefore only a makeup fast is necessary and 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 4.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 39.
3 This is the water that has been used to remove minor ritual impurity (mā’ mustaʿmal).
4 This is mā yu’kalu laḥmuhū, i.e., those animals which can be ritually slaughtered for consumptions by Muslims, 
such as sheep, cow, and camel.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 7. See also, fol. 41 (Nuṣayr from Shaddād).
6 It is possible that Samarqandī has given preference to Zufar’s opinion and not the other because he first quotes 
their opinion, then Zufar’s, and then says “we adopt this,” which normally indicates his preference for the most recently 
quoted one. However, he then adds “because it is easier for the sick person” and the easier way is clearly what is described 
by the three imāms and not the normal way of sitting emphasized by Zufar. See Nawāzil, fol. 42.
This particular preference of Samarqandī has been cited by Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī to show how differences of opinion 
among the imāms is a mercy (Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:158).
7 See Nawāzil, fol. 4.
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 16.
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not an expiation involving sixty consecutive fasts (kaffāra). Samarqandī rules that an expiation 
is also due.1
  At times he will relate the opinion of a jurist and then show it to be “in conformance” (mu-
wāfiqun) with the opinion of the Ḥanafī imāms, demonstrating his knowledge of their rulings. 
For instance, with regard to various types of divorce, he relates the opinion of Shaddād and 
then says that it is all in accordance with the opinions of “our imāms” and that he adopts it too.2
The above examples show Samarqandī doing the following: preferring one opinion over 
another (tarjīḥ), contextualizing rulings that may be ambiguous and providing reasoning behind 
such rulings (tashrīḥ), showing an opinion to be in conformance with the rulings of the imāms, 
supporting an opinion contrary to that of one of the imāms, and providing his own inferences 
and extrapolations (takhrīj) in certain issues. However, we do not see him in the Nawāzil estab-
lishing any new principle or maxim or disputing with one of the founding imāms in a principle.3 
Furthermore, his Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya is a compilation of the issues of differences between the 
imāms and includes his comments and explanations. Similar is the case with his ʿ Uyūn al-Masā’il 
in which he compiles the opinions of the founding imāms. His Khizānat al-Fiqh, as he states 
in its introduction, is a primer on the rulings of the difference chapters of fiqh, and it was not 
compiled for discussing fiqhī principles or maxims.
Therefore, I can conclude that Samarqandī possessed all-encompassing knowledge of the variant 
and diversified opinions of the different imāms of the school such that he was able to categorize 
and arrange them in a cohesive manner as he has done in the Mukhtalaf. He was well-versed in 
the differences between the ẓāhir al-riwāya and the nawādir; hence, in his ʿUyūn, he gathers 
those opinions “of the shaykhs from among our companions that have not been transmitted in 
these [source] books.” He demonstrates a profound understanding of the Ḥanafī school such 
that he is able to explain ambiguous rulings transmitted from the imāms and their students, in 
other words, his teachers and grand-teachers spanning over a century and half up to Muḥammad 
al-Shaybānī. He also demonstrates his understanding of the capabilities of students and seekers 
of jurisprudence by compiling the Khizāna for them with a focus on just the core rulings. He 
even demonstrates his ability to extrapolate rulings when needed, as can be seen in the Nawāzil. 
What I do not see from my survey is Samarqandī formulating his own principles or maxims as a 
mujtahid or disputing with one of the imāms about theirs or inferring rulings directly from the 
Qur’ān and Sunna.4
I can therefore conclude that although he does not demonstrate the ability to undertake inde-
pendent ijtihād, he certainly qualifies as being at least among the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level four) in 
Ibn Kamāl’s classification,5 the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level three) in Kafawī’s classification, a mujtahid 
1 See Nawāzil, fols. 60–61. See also, 35 (from Muḥammad ibn Muqātil and Abū ’l-Qāsim).
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 39. See also, fol. 11 (Su’ila Abū Bakr) and 97–99 (Nuṣayr ʿan ’l-Ḥasan).
3 This is very different, for instance, to what is related about Khaṣṣāf, Ṭaḥāwī and Karkhī, where Marjānī reports 
that they had numerous preferences in both the uṣūl and the furūʿ and the number of rulings in which they have dis-
puted with the imām are innumerable (see Marjānī, Nāẓūrat al-Ḥaq, p. 61).
4 My observations are clearly not based on an exhaustive study of all of Samarqandī’s works, as that would require 
access to all his juridical works and a thorough review of them all, which is beyond the scope of this study. Therefore, 
in the following paragraph I say that “he certainly qualifies as being at least among” these levels, since some ijtihād of 
his could be found that could qualify him for a higher level.
5 Ḥawwā (Al-Madkhal, p. 420) also places Samarqandī alongside Ḥākim al-Shahīd in the fourth level (Aṣḥāb 
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fi ’l-madhhab (level three) in Ibn Ḥajar al-Makkī’s classification, among the aṣḥāb al-tarjīḥ in Abū 
Zahra’s classification and the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level four) in Naqīb’s classification.
Fatwās and muftīs
Returning to our original discussion, a fatwā is a non-binding advisory opinion, usually to an 
individual, but sometimes also to a judge or any other questioner seeking a ruling.1 Formulating 
a fatwā is the prerogative of a jurist or, more specifically, jurisconsult (muftī). The position of 
the muftī, the jurist issuing fatwās, has historically been mostly informal and without political 
affiliation. I say “mostly informal” because jurists are sometimes officially appointed as muftīs of 
a particular city or country, like the Muftīs of Bosnia, Albania, Egypt, Syria and Saudi Arabia,2 or 
the Ottoman Muftī of Istanbul, known as Shaykh al-Islām.3 Muftīs were also appointed as legal 
consultants to the judiciary and at times sought out to strengthen a particular political motivation 
or an aspect of domestic or foreign policy,4 hence the political affiliation. Due to their insight into 
the sacred texts and their interpretive ability, muftīs would be consulted by all levels of society, 
from the common questioner to political authorities and qāḍīs and even by the rulers themselves.5
However, to issue fatwās, a muftī did not normally need state appointment, but merely the 
recognition of the people and his peers. His authority would normally be commensurate to his 
piety, knowledge, juristic insight and ability to solve problems based on the sacred sources. Jurists 
would sometimes receive authorization through their teachers or competent jurists to issue fatwās. 
Therefore, it was mostly a self-regulating occupation by the scholars themselves, though at times 
governments sought to impose some control of this activity.6 This mostly independent status of 
muftīs helped to protect them from duress to issue fatwās in accordance with another’s whims 
rather than on their own qualified understanding of the sacred sources.7 Therefore, their fatwās 
would also sometimes be used as a tool for critics of a particular political regime against them.8
al-Takhrīj), saying that it could include all those jurists of the 4/10th century who analysed the rulings formulated by 
the imāms and extrapolated new rulings based on them.
1 See “Nawāzil as a concept” above. See also, Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 3.
2 Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” pp. 3, 27.
3 Ibid., p. 11; Colin Imber, Ebu’s-Suʿud: The Islamic Legal Tradition, p. 7; Michael M. Pixley, “The Development 
and Role of the Ṣeyhülislam in Early Ottoman History,” Journal of the American Oriental Society, Vol. 96, No. 1 ( Jan.–
Mar., 1976), pp. 89–96. In some countries the Grand Muftī is elected by other jurists and does not necessary have 
state approval or recognition. Therefore, the muftī would not be vested with any official powers but only the authority 
this position would hold in the hearts of his followers. This appears to be the case, for instance, in Australia, where 
the Australian National Imams Council appoints someone as “the Muftī of Australia.” See http://www.anic.org.au/
about-us (accessed: 8/3/2012).
4 As was the case with certain Ottoman muftīs with their sultans. See Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic 
Legal Interpretation,” pp. 9, 10, 12.
5 Ibid., p. 4. For instance, for the status enjoyed by ʿIzz al-Dīn ibn ʿAbd al-Salām, see Abul Hasan Ali Nadwi, Sav-
iours of Islamic Spirit, Karachi: Darul Ishaat (1994), 1:268, 271. Also, for an understanding of the history of the fatwā 
institution in Sunnī Islam, see Wael B. Hallaq, “Ifta’ and Ijtihad in Sunni Legal Theory: A Developmental Account,” 
Islamic Legal Interpretation: Muftis and their Fatwas, Cambridge: Harvard University Press (1996), pp. 33–43.
6 See Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” pp. 3, 8, 21. For a diachronic assessment 
of the institution of iftā’ under different governments, see pp. 8–15. For an interesting ethnography of the fatwā, see 
Hussein Ali Agrama, “Ethics, Tradition, Authority: Toward an Anthropology of the Fatwa,” American Ethnologist, Vol. 
37, No. 1, (2010), pp. 2–18, based on his case study of the Azhar Fatwa Council. However, some of his recollections of 
legal facts are dubious, see pp. 5, 10, 11, 15 fn. 5.
7 Hallaq says that since “the office of iftā’ was largely independent of governmental authorities, unlike the judge-
ship, it was considered to be immune from political corruption” (“Fatwās to Furūʿ,” p. 56). However, there have been 
scandals involving muftīs who have been appointed by politicians. See Nawawi Mohamad, “Muftis in M’sia: Working 
for Umno or for God?” Malaysia Chronicle, Thursday, 30 August 2012 (accessed: 9/3/2012).
8 The exchange between the Follower Saʿ īd ibn Jubayr and the tyrant Ḥajjāj ibn Yūsuf is reflective of this. See 
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To better understand the role of a muftī, it may be useful to contrast it with the role of the qāḍī 
(judge). The role of the qāḍī was mostly formal and an officially paid position.1 His judgments were 
considered binding decrees (as the word qaḍā’ itself implies) and backed by state enforcement,2 
unlike the informational non-binding nature of the muftī’s fatwā. A qāḍī was appointed by the state 
and was not even required to be a qualified jurist. A qāḍīs could rely on the fatwā of a muftī when 
the need arose. A qāḍī’s task was to assess the case brought before him, determine the context of 
the problem, consult the muftī if there were juridical issues involved, and then adjudicate on the 
matter. Hence, the muftī, not the qāḍī, was considered the “ultimate hermeneutical authority.”3
There are also other distinctions between the two roles. A muftī would normally treat the 
details of the case in question as given and respond accordingly without factoring any outside 
details to the contrary. A qāḍī’s task would be to scrutinize and ascertain the veracity of the details 
presented him by the plaintiff and defendant, as those purported facts were normally the issue 
in question.4 Furthermore, the judgment of a qāḍī is usually specific in its imposition, while the 
scope of a fatwā is normally more general, as it attempts to reveal the generic religious ruling in 
such a case. While there has not been much of a history of recording the judicial judgments given 
by Ḥanafī qāḍīs in the Muslims lands, many fatwā collections exist and continue to be compiled.5 
Another interesting distinction between the two institutions is that the domain of the qāḍī is 
matters related to this world, predominantly in the areas of transactions (muʿāmalāt), injuries 
(jināyāt) and penal law (ḥudūd), while a muftī is expected to be competent in all chapters of 
jurisprudence, and other worldly issues, such as the validity of the ritual ablution and the prayer, 
whose accountability is divine rather than worldly.6 
Wael Hallaq introduces a third category, that of an author-jurist, who was given to writing 
lengthier juridical treatises, as opposed to the muftī, whose fatwās by their very nature were kept 
short.7 The third members of Calder’s three-fold typology, on the other hand, is the scholar-jurist.8 
Although they both sound like titles for the same category, there is a difference in the effects of 
their roles according to the two.9
Since nawāzil refers to novel incidents and rulings, it may also be taken to refer to a special 
method of fiqh for minorities faced with particular challenges. In the following I discuss the 
relationship between the two.
Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 9.
1 Mostly formal because, strictly speaking, any arbitrator is a qāḍī in the literal and social sense.
2 Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 3.
3 See Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, p. 173. He argues that qāḍīs were not forces 
for change in Islamic law, but the muftīs and author-jurists were. However, as argued by Nurit Tsafrir, Ḥanafī qāḍīs 
certainly augmented Ḥanafī influence in the areas where Ḥanafī thought had already reached, for instance Isfahan. 
See Nurit Tsafrir, “The Beginning of the Ḥanafī School in Iṣfahān,” Islamic Law and Society, Vol. 5, No. 1 (1998), p. 15.
4 See Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 18.
5 Ibid., p. 19. In fact, it has led to assimilation of them into substantive law itself. See W. Hallaq, “Fatwās to Furūʿ,” 
pp. 39–40.
6 For this and a more detailed treatment of the distinction between the two institutions, see Masud et al., “Muftis, 
Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” pp. 18–19. There is some detail when it comes to issuing fatwās on theological 
and spiritual matters. Ibid. p. 20. For a detailed tract on the distinction between the roles of the muftī and qāḍī, see 
Calder, Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era, pp. 126–138.
7 Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, p. 170. 
8 Calder, Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era, pp. 119–126.
9 For this, see Robert Gleave’s introduction to Calder’s Islamic Jurisprudence in the Classical Era, pp. 19–20.
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Nawāzil and Minority Fiqh
Minority fiqh (fiqh al-aqalliyyāt) could be understood to be a new name for a collection of rulings 
related to Muslims living among non-Muslim majorities where it is assumed that the freedom 
to practice their religion is somewhat restricted.1 This is because it is assumed that Muslims as 
minorities would be challenged and their personal vital interests (ḍarūra) would be compromised. 
A Qur’ānic verse states, “He has not placed any hardship upon you in religion” (Qur’ān 22:78), so 
based on this the question that arises is, Will the fundamental law of Islam which is valid for all 
times and places be affected, and are dispensations available for such situations? Also inherent in 
this is the question, Is there a separate method of inference that would relate to such a minority, 
or is the legal pluralism inherent in Islamic jurisprudence sufficiently broad to cope with the 
multifarious issues which face Muslims today wherever they are?
In answer to these challenges, some have called for the development of a special jurisprudence 
for minorities that considers the environment and circumstances of Muslims in that specific para-
digm. Others see this as unnecessary, arguing that the normal ijtihād process, which is applicable 
universally, is sufficient to deal with these challenges.2 Some proponents of the latter view have 
even gone as far as branding calls to the former as part of a grand plan to divide global Islam into 
“various local Islams.”3
Our purpose here is only to discuss the relationships and contrasts between the terms “fiqh 
al-nawāzil” and “minority fiqh,” and to show that the fiqh of minorities has already been taken 
care of in Islamic law through the tools of ijtihād for novel occurrences known as fiqh al-nawāzil. 
The term “minority fiqh” is therefore a redundancy.
There is no doubt that many Muslim minorities experience a separate set of circumstances to 
Muslims living as majorities.4 However, this does not automatically mean that they experience 
greater difficulty too. There can be, and have been, many Muslim majorities where the practice 
of Islam was totally suppressed and there was no freedom of religion.5 In fact, there have been 
times when Muslim rulers gave less freedom to their Muslims citizens than did countries ruled 
by non-Muslims.6 Therefore, the experience and challenge of each minority or majority is unique 
1 This is my definition. See however, ʿAbdullāh Bin Bayya, Ṣināʿat al-Fatwā, pp. 163–165. Bin Bayya says this term 
did not exist before and was coined in the recent past and gained currency in the 15/21st century with the establishment 
of organizations such as the Muslim World League and the Organization of Islamic Conference in the West (p. 163). 
The term was introduced by Taha J. Alalwani and supported by the likes of Yūsuf al-Qarḍāwī. See Amjad Mohmood 
Mohammad, Muslims as Minorities in Non-Muslim Lands with Specific Reference to the Ḥanafī Law School and Britain, 
MPhil Thesis, University of Bradford (2011), p. 20; S. Fishman, Fiqh al-Aqalliyyat: A Legal Theory for Muslim Minorities, 
Research Monographs on the Muslim World—Series No. 1, Paper No. 2, Washington: Hudson Institute—Centre on 
Islam, Democracy, and the Future of the Muslim World (October 2006), pp. 1–2.
2 For a review of these opinions, see Gavin Picken, “‘Fiqh Today: Muslims as Minorities’ 5th Annual AMSS (UK) 
Conference,” Journal of Qur’anic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (2004), pp. 149-153; Amjad Mohammad, Muslims as Minorities 
in Non-Muslim Lands, pp. 78–90.
3 See Muḥammad Saʿīd Ramaḍān al-Būṭī, translated from Arabic by Mahdi Lock, Fiqh of Minorities, released 
by www.marifah.net (1429/2008). For other criticism, see S. Fishman, Fiqh al-Aqalliyyat: A Legal Theory for Muslim 
Minorities, pp. 12–13.
4 For a discussion on what constitutes a minority, see Amjad Mohammad, Muslims as Minorities in Non-Muslim 
Lands, p. 28; Yūsuf Qaraḍāwī, Fī fiqh al-Aqalliyyāt al-Muslima: Ḥayāt al-Muslimīn wasṭ al-Mujtamaʿāt al-Ukhrā, Cairo: 
Dār al-Shurūq, 1st Ed. (1422/2001), pp. 30–44.
5 See Sergei Gradirovski, Neli Esipova, “Russian Muslims: religious leaven in a secular society,” Harvard Interna-
tional Review (FindArticles.com), 17 Jan, 2012.
6 A similar point is argues by Būṭī where he states that necessities and difficulties are not specific to Muslims living 
in the West (see Būṭī, Fiqh of Minorities, p. 1). For restrictions on religious rights in pre-Arab spring Tunisia, see Tunisia 
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to it and has to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. It is therefore unproductive and maybe even 
redundant to formulate a separate system of fiqh for Muslim minorities in general.
The concept of ijtihād is fundamentally inherent in Islamic jurisprudence and can be argued 
to be sufficient to deal with a nāzila—a novel occurrence, a new experience, an unprecedented 
situation—wherever it may occur. This could be in a Muslim or Non-Muslim country or in a 
Muslim minority or majority. The scope of it is sufficiently broad to cope with the multifarious 
issues Muslims may face in any place. A nāzila requires ijtihād to be undertaken and a ruling 
determined using the normal tools and legal methodology that have traditionally been employed 
by jurists in times of such necessity, such as istiḥsān (juristic preference) and maṣāliḥ mursala (tex-
tually unregulated benefits).1 Therefore, nawāzil and fatwās are universal phenomena that apply 
to both minorities and majorities. “Minority fiqh” can be argued, then, to be just a new name for 
dealing with the nawāzil that affects Muslim minorities in predominantly non-Muslim countries.2
According to ʿAbdullāh Bin Bayya, minority fiqh does not in any way require innovation of a 
new fiqh system beyond the boundaries of conventional Islamic law whose roots are in the Qur’ān 
and Sunna and other juristic proofs like scholarly consensus (ijmāʿ ), analogy (qiyās), istiḥsān and 
maṣāliḥ mursala. However, he says, it intends to formulate specific rulings for such minorities 
based on their localized needs and challenges.3 Taha J. Alalwani, a strong proponent of minority 
fiqh, agrees that it is part of what he terms the “macro” sphere of Islamic jurisprudence, but argues 
that a further “micro” fiqh for minorities must be developed.4 From these general definitions and 
objectives for minority fiqh, it is first difficult to see what the real contention is. Būṭī goes as far 
as saying calls to minority fiqh “grant legitimacy to a plan aimed at dividing Islam.” However, he 
does not provide specific examples to highlight the problem but rather criticizes the concept as 
a whole and some of the arguments put forward in defence of it. It would have been useful if a 
International Religious Freedom Report 2004, Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor, http://www.state.gov/g/
drl/rls/irf/2004/35509.htm (accessed: 10/01/2012).
1 For istiḥsān, see Hallaq, A history of Islamic legal theories: An Introduction to Sunnī Uṣūl al-Fiqh, Cambridge 
University Press (1997), p. 107; Paret, “Istiḥsān and Istiṣlāḥ”; Mohammad Hashim Kamali, “Methodological Issues in 
Islamic Jurisprudence,” Arab Law Quarterly, Vol. 11, No. 1 (1996), pp. 3–33; Kamali, “Istiḥsān and the Renewal of Islamic 
Law,” Islamic Studies, Vol. 43, No. 4 (Winter 2004), pp. 561–581; Mahdi Zahraa, “Unique Islamic Law Methodology 
and the Validity of Modern Legal and Social Science Research Methods for Islamic,” Arab Law Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 
3/4 (2003), pp. 238–239. For maṣāliḥ mursala, see W Hallaq, A history of Islamic legal theories, p. 112; M. Khadduri, 
“Maṣlaḥa.” EI2, Brill Online, 2012; Kamali, “Methodological Issues in Islamic Jurisprudence”; Mahdi Zahraa, “Unique 
Islamic Law Methodology,” pp. 239–241.
2 See Keller, Which of the Four Orthodox Madhhabs Has the Most developed fiqh for Muslims living as minorities? See 
also, Keller, Modernism and Fiqh al-Aqaliat, Al-Miftah, online at http://al-miftah.blogspot.com/2007/09/islam-not-
cereal-shaykh-nuh-keller-uk.html (accessed: 11th December 2012). For associated topics like participation in politics by 
minorities in non-Muslim countries, see Dilwar Hussain, “Muslim Political Participation in Britain and the ‘Europe-
anisation’ of Fiqh,” Die Welt des Islams, New Series, Vol. 44, Issue 3, Sharīʿa in Europe (2004), pp. 376–401. Although 
the title includes the Europeanization of fiqh, which would suggest some discussion on minority fiqh, it is bereft of 
any such discussion and the discussion is restricted to voting and political engagement by Muslims in Europe. Similar 
is Khaled Abou El Fadl, “Islamic Law and Muslim Minorities: The Juristic Discourse on Muslim Minorities from the 
Second/Eighth to the Eleventh/Seventeenth Centuries,” Islamic Law and Society, Vol. 1, No. 2. (1994), pp. 141–187, 
which deals primarily about political abodes rather than rulings on everyday fiqh issues for minorities.
3 See Bin Bayya, Ṣināʿat al-Fatwā, pp. 165–166.
4 As quoted by Gavin Picken from a talk on the subject delivered by Alalwani to the 5th Annual AMSS (UK) 
Conference on “Muslims as Minorities.” See “Fiqh Today: Muslims as Minorities,” p. 151. He sets out his foundational 
views more clearly in, T. J Alalwani, Naẓarāt Taʾasīsīya fī Fiqh al-Aqalliyyāt, Riyad: Majallat Aḍwā’ al-Sharīʿa, No. 
8 (1982), available online at http://www.feqhweb.com/vb/t41.html (accessed: 14th December 2012) and Towards 
a Fiqh for Minorities: Some Basic Reflections, Occasional Papers Series 10, London: IIIT (1423/2003). Qarḍāwī, also 
argues along the same lines in Fī fiqh al-Aqalliyyāt, pp. 30–20. For a review of their approaches, see S. Fishman, Fiqh 
al-Aqalliyyat: A Legal Theory for Muslim Minorities, pp. 2–4.
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case in point had been provided and how the various approaches differ been demonstrated. It is 
therefore difficult to distinguish between the two opinions, and the differences may even appear 
to be semantic. However, the real difference may lie in the validity and scope of applying certain 
secondary juristic methods to situations for securing concessions.1 Some may disagree with the 
validity of implementing a particular principle or maxim to a particular situation, while others 
may consider it perfectly valid for the sake of the Muslim minority.2
Historically, many of the fatwā collections have been composed both in lands ruled by Muslims 
and also where Muslims lived under the rule of others. The Mālikīs have a rich heritage in this 
regard due to their experience in Andalucía and possess many works in this field, such as Aḥmad 
al-Wansharīsī’s (d. 914/1508) twelve-volume Al-Miʿyār al-Mughrib ʿan fatāwā ʿUlamā’ Ifrīqiyya 
wa ’l-Andalus wa ’l-Maghrib.3 Similarly, a number of Ḥanafī fatwā collections, such as the monu-
mental Fatāwā Hindiyya, have been produced in the Indian Subcontinent, which for a long time 
has had a significant Muslim minority. Fatwā works continue to be produced unabated till today 
in India and Pakistan.4 As Amjad Mohammad has shown, the Ḥanafī school is particularly rich 
in such legal applications,5 and as N. Keller says, it has governed the majority of Muslims for the 
major part of history, including the ʿAbbāsid and Ottoman periods.6 Furthermore, new fatwās 
are continually being formulated till today by Ḥanafī jurists in Muslim minorities in the UK, 
USA, South Africa and other European countries.7
A review of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil would reveal that many rulings have been formulated with 
the local context in mind. For instance, it is related that Muḥammad al-Shaybānī was asked about 
the age of menopause. He replied that for Khurāsānī women it was sixty years, and for Roman 
women it was fifty-five because their bodies deteriorated more quickly.8 Another more complex 
example is of a man who weds a woman for a dowry of one thousand dirhams. He does not utter 
the words “kurd sanak” during the offer and acceptance so the amount has to be decreased by one 
tenth. The jurist Abū Jaʿfar explains that the custom in their lands (Khurasan) was such that if the 
words were mentioned, the full amount would be necessary, and if they were not mentioned, one 
tenth would be decreased. Samarqandī states that the ruling would have to be followed except 
where this was not the custom and the stipulated amount would be binding.9 So the prevailing 
local custom (ʿ urf ) was considered because it did not contravene any juridical principle in the 
context of marriage contracts.
1 Such as istiḥsān and maṣāliḥ mursala, as noted above.
2 Amjad Mohammad discusses just this in detail. He examines the various approaches of the literalist, modernist/
liberal and traditionalist in dealing with minorities in his excellent study, and provides a number of cases demonstrating 
how traditional Islamic hermeneutic methodologies and processes can be applied therein. See Muslims as Minorities 
in Non-Muslim Lands, pp. 78–90. pp. 13–15, especially pp. 278–333, where he deals with their application in the four 
areas of social interaction, private life, economic, and political.
3 See “Nawāzil in the four Sunnī schools” above. See also, Keller, Which Of The Four Orthodox Madhhabs Has The 
Most developed fiqh for Muslims living as minorities?
4 For instance, Ḥabībullāh Qasimī, Ḥabīb al-Fatāwā and Muḥammad Rafīʿ Usmani, Fatāwā Dār al-ʿUlūm Karachi 
(Imdād al-Sā’ilīn), Karachi: Idārat al-Ma’ārif, (1431/2010), currently 1 vol.
5 Muslims as Minorities in Non-Muslim Lands, pp. 154–193, 278–333.
6 See Nuh Ha Mim Keller, Which Of The Four Orthodox Madhhabs Has The Most developed fiqh for Muslims living 
as minorities?
7 See for instance, www.askimam.org, http://www.mahmoodiyah.org.za/darul_iftaa.htm (South Africa); http://
www. daruliftaa.com, http://daruliftabirmingham.co.uk (UK); http://iftaa.jucanada.org (Canada); http://darulu-
loomtt.org/ (Trinidad and Tobago); http://spa.qibla.comm http://www.askamufti.com (USA), (accessed: 6/01/2012).
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 97.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 76.
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Another issue cited therein is a ruling of Khalaf ibn Ayyūb (d. 205/820). He states that it is 
not appropriate for anyone in Balkh who possesses four hundred thousand dirhams to walk in 
the market places on foot; he should ride on a mount. This is so that his feet do not get soiled and 
become impure during rainy seasons and affect the validity of his prayer. Samarqandī again cites 
his teacher Abū Jaʿfar, who clarifies that the amount of wealth would depend on where the person 
resides and who is considered wealthy enough there to purchase a conveyance. For instance, the 
inhabitants of Baghdad, he says, would not consider a person with that amount to be wealthy, 
while people in smaller areas would consider smaller amounts to be much.1 Samarqandī sums it 
up in his “Chapter on Fatwā” saying, “In a number of cases our imāms responded based on the 
customs and dealings of the area and time in which they lived. Therefore, it is recommended 
for every muftī to consider the local custom of their time wherever it does not contravene the 
Sacred Law.”2
What I want to demonstrate from the above examples is that the traditional fiqh system has 
always taken local context, culture and experience into consideration and is rooted in social reality.3 
Such pluralism is sufficient to deal with minorities for any given time or place.
Conclusion
In order to understand Samarqandī’s work better it was important to understand the concept of 
nawāzil and fatwā. I therefore discussed these concepts along with their legal origins, other works 
in the genre, and the approach of the other Sunnī schools to them. The main impetus behind 
Samarqandī’s Nawāzil and ʿUyūn was to provide later jurists a compendium of rulings to help 
them formulate new rulings. Samarqandī’s work may have been the first, but it was not the only 
one. Numerous other fatwā collections were compiled. However, due the generic nature of many 
challenges and legal problems that humans from generation to generation face, the nawāzil and 
fatwā works of the earlier times are indispensable for later jurists. It is not practical or constructive 
to compose a new fiqh for every generation, but new ijtihād must be undertaken to bridge the 
gap between this doctrinal past and a future of continuous novelty. This chapter also included a 
review of the taxonomies of juristic rulings and the typologies of its practitioners, the jurists, fol-
lowed by a review of Samarqandī’s own methodology to better understand his level among them. 
I also provided some insight into a muftī’s role and position, its political and spiritual dimensions, 
and also how the role differs from that of the qāḍī or author-jurist. This was followed by arguing 
the sufficiency of the nawāzil and fatwā process in dealing with the fiqh of both minorities and 
majorities. The next chapter now takes a closer look at Samarqandī’s work itself.
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 45. There are numerous other issues like this in the Nawāzil as there are in other works of sub-
stantive law. For instance, see the following cases in the Nawāzil: fol. 76 (Su’ila Abū ’l-Qāsim ʿan rajulin tazawwaja), 
fol. 78 (Su’ila Abū Bakr ʿan rajulin zawwaja ibnatahū), fol. 40 (qāla Abū ’l-Layth: idhā kāna al-rajulu), fol. 51 (Su’ila 
ʿAbdullāh ʿamman dakhala).
2 See Samarqandī, Nawāzil, MS Fātiḥ 2353, fol. 190.
3 For the position of custom in the Ḥanafī school, see Ibn ʿĀbidīn’s treatise “Nashr al-ʿUrf fī Binā’ baʿḍ al-Aḥkam 
ʿala’l-ʿUrf,” Rasā’il Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Lahore: Sohail Academy, 3rd Ed. (1411/1990), 2:114–147 and Hallaq, Authority, Conti-
nuity, and Change in Islamic Law, pp. 215–233.
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Chapter 4
Sa m a rqa n dī’s N awāz i l
The first nawāzil work in the Ḥanafī school is the Nawāzil of Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī. As I 
will show, it has had a lasting impact on nearly all the fiqh works after it and can be considered 
pivotal in many respects. Samarqandī compiled together the fatwās of a number of prominent 
Ḥanafī jurists of about two centuries, from Muḥammad al-Shaybānī’s (d. 189/805) time to his own 
time. His motive as set out in his introduction was to present it along with its sister work ʿUyūn 
al-Masā’il as a resource for later jurists—in others words, to provide them with comprehensive 
coverage of the substantive rules.
Among the many fatwās that may have been issued by the jurists during these centuries, it 
appears that Samarqandī included only those that he thought were necessary and conducive for 
his time and age. He clarifies this at the outset in his Nawāzil, where he says that the later jurists, 
whose fatwās he is compiling, studied the ijtihād methods of the founding scholars in detail “due 
to what they observed of the changing states and customs of people in their time with regard to 
the novel issues that befell them.” His overriding concern was that they be beneficial and relevant 
to the changes he observed in his time and society and “enhance the ability and insight of the 
one who sat to teach or rose to formulate fatwās.”1
Furthermore, Samarqandī not only compiled these fatwās but enhanced his work through 
his own comments, clarifications on apparent contradictions and his preferences in matters of 
dispute. It was not a mere compilation of earlier fatwās but a systematically arranged and anno-
tated legal resource.
In this chapter, I take a closer look at the contents of his work, his methodology, and its format, 
along with his sources and its impact on subsequent fatwā collections. I also study the legal basis 
and validity of issuing fatwās on hypothetical problems and Samarqandī’s position in this regard.
Samarqandī’s sources
Samarqandī has cited a number of jurists and their fatwās. In some instances he mentions the 
works from which he is citing or a chain of transmission to the jurists. But in the majority of 
cases he only cites their rulings. The question is whether he has received those opinions through 
an oral transmission or did he have access to the written works of those jurists? In the following 
I will attempt to answer these questions.
Some of the authorities he cites have written works attributed to them, such as Shaybānī, Abū 
Yūsuf and Khaṣṣāf.2 He quotes from the three founding imāms frequently and cites some of the 
1 See Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, fol. 2 (emphasis mine). W. Hallaq discusses this as a common objective among other 
authors of fatwā collections in others schools too (Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, pp. 188–190).
2 For this, see Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 2nd Ed. (1417/1997), p. 256; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 7; 
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books of Shaybānī. For example, “Abū Ḥanīfa says in Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr. . . .” There are at least three 
such citations in the chapters covered by this study. All three citations are found to correspond 
nearly verbatim when checked with a published edition of Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr.1 He similarly cites 
Shaybānī’s Ziyādāt and Al-Siyar al-Kabīr and the Amālī of Abū Yūsuf several times.2
He also cites individual chapters from Shaybānī’s Aṣl (also known as the Mabsūṭ). For exam-
ple, he says, “The well-known opinion from our imāms in Kitāb al-Nikāḥ”3 or “This opinion 
corresponds with the opinion of our imāms in Kitāb al-Ṣūlḥ,”4 and “this issue is similar to the 
one that they [our three imāms] have opined in Kitāb al-Ṣalāt.”5 Of these I was able to find that 
all the references to Kitāb al-Ṣalāt correspond with the published edition of the Aṣl, while I was 
unable to find the others,6 since the published edition is incomplete.7 
An interesting point is that although he cites Shaybānī’s books several times throughout the 
text, taking their individual names,8 he never once refers to them as ẓāhir al-riwāya. Similarly, 
he speaks about compiling the remaining opinions of the imāms that he says “are not found in 
these books,”9 referring to the books of Shaybānī, but never once refers to those as the nawādir. 
This indicates that the names given to the tripartite classification may not have been in use at the 
time, although we see it in use less than a hundred years later in Sarakhsī’s (d. 483/1090) Mabsūṭ.10
He directly quotes a number of the students of Abū Ḥanīfa, such as Abū Muṭīʿ al-Balkhī (d. 
198/814), Wakīʿ ibn al-Jarrāḥ (d. 196/812 or 197/813), Asad ibn ʿAmr (d. 188/804 or 190/806), 
Ḥasan ibn Ziyād (d. 204/819), and Abū Muʿādh (d. 199/804) without mentioning his source. It 
is unlikely that he could have heard from them personally, since one of the last students known 
to transmit from Abū Muṭīʿ, Wakīʿ and Shaybānī, for instance in the Nawāzil, was Muḥammad 
Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:418.
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 49, corresponding with Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, p. 88; fol. 63, corresponding with p. 141; fol. 50, 
corresponding with p. 100. There is a fourth citation, but it is from Zaʿfarānī’s version of the Jāmiʿ (Nawāzil, fol. 91).
2 For Ziyādāt, see Nawāzil, fols. 19, 67; for Al-Siyar al-Kabīr, see 54; for Amālī, see 29, 30, 52, 60.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 89.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 98.
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 12, 14, 46. It is related that Shaybānī wrote the individual chapters of the Aṣl as separate books 
starting with Kitāb al-Ṣalāt, then Kitāb al-Buyūʿ and so on. They were compiled together and the collection became 
known as the Mabsūṭ, meaning the “extensive work” (Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1581, 1:81). Ibn al-Nadīm also lists individual 
chapters as separate books of Shaybānī (Al-Fihrist, p. 257). See also Abū ’l-Wafā’ al-Afghānī’s introduction to Muḥam-
mad al-Shaybānī, Kitāb al-Aṣl al-Maʿrūf bi’l-Mabsūṭ, Beirut: ʿAlam al-Kutub, 1st Ed. (1410/1990), 1:6–8. 
6 We found the reference in Nawāzil, fol. 12 and 46, to correspond with the Aṣl, 1:129, as they are about the same 
issue, and fol. 14 with 1:72.
7 However, a complete edition has recently been published from Dār Ibn Ḥazm Beirut, but I was unable to find 
it listed on their site. See www.daribnhazm.com (accessed: 9 December 2012).
8 In all but one manuscript, he adds in his introduction, “[Our three imāms] compiled al-kutub al-mabsūṭa (the 
extensive books), the two Jāmiʿs and the Ziyādāt” (Nawāzil, fol. 2), referring clearly to the Mabsūṭ of Shaybānī. How-
ever, the term kutub mabsūṭa can refer in general to any large text. ʿAynī says, “In Karkhī’s commentary and other 
kutub mabsūṭa” (Al-Bināya, 11:231). Bābartī says, “Kutub mabsūṭa like the Mabsūṭ and commentaries of Adab al-Qāḍī” 
(Al-ʿInāya, 7:288). Ibn al-Humām says, “In the commentaries of Hidāya and other book of the kutub mabsūṭa” (Fatḥ 
al-Qadīr 9:211). See also, Makkī’s introduction to Marghīnānī’s Tajnīs (1:89), where he discusses the latter’s use of this term.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 2.
10 We also do not see these terms being used by Abū ’l-Ḥusayn al-Qudūrī (d. 428/1037) in his Mukhtaṣar or Sughdī 
in his Nutaf. See ʿ Alī ibn al-Ḥusayn Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Sughdī, Al-Nutaf, ed. Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāhī, Amman: Dār al-Furqān 
and Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 2nd Ed. (1404/1984). For citations of ẓāhir al-riwāya, see Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad 
Shams al-A’imma al-Sarakhsī, Al-Mabsūṭ, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa (1414/1993), 1:24, 27, 43, 44 and Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī, 
Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, n.d., pp. 221, 229. For citations of nawādir, See his Mabsūṭ, 1:59, 61, 83. A recent study on the ẓāhir 
al-riwāya by Lu’ayy al-Khalīlī also misses out this aspect (see Lu’ayy al-Khalīlī, Asbāb ʿUdūl al-Ḥanafiyya ʿan al-Futyā 
bi ẓāhir al-riwāya, PhD Thesis, W.I.S.E. 2012. Hence, the issue needs to be explored in more detail to determine when 
the term ẓāhir al-riwāya originated. 
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ibn Muqātil al-Rāzī, who died in 248/862. And one of the last students to transmit from Asad 
ibn ʿAmr, Ḥasan ibn Ziyād, and Abū Muʿādh was Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā, who died in 268/882.1 
Based on these death dates, Samarqandī would have to have lived well over a hundred years to 
have transmitted directly from them and maybe to have also travelled to Iraq.2 His citations from 
them must therefore have been through his teachers or through other written works.3
Among other books, he cites the Nafāqāt of Khaṣṣāf, treating an issue related to expenses,4 
and the Manāsik of Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī (d. 266/880), which is said to be an extensive 
work of more than sixty volumes.5
At other times, it is explicitly an oral transmission from one of his teachers because he uses the 
term “I heard” (samiʿtu).6 However, he also cites the opinion of his teacher Abū Jaʿfar al-Hindu-
wānī scores of times without using this term, even though he most certainly heard these opinions 
from him directly. Hence, he frequently has “The Jurist Abū Jaʿfar used to say,”7 indicating that 
he had heard it from him. He also uses the passive phrase “it is mentioned from” (wa dhukira 
ʿan) to cite earlier jurists like Karkhī, Ibn Muqātil, Thaljī, and Ṭaḥāwī,8 but does not reveal his 
source for them. This lends support to the view that many of his citations from others were also 
through oral recension by way of his teachers, but he does not always provide his chain.9 The 
reason he sometimes does is maybe because the opinion he is relating was not a well-known one. 
Therefore, in one instance he also says, “I heard a reliable source relating from Abū ’l-Qāsim,”10 
without providing the person’s name but giving assurance of his reliability.
Having said that, if his transmission were through oral recension, it is not necessary that the 
doctrines were memorized and retained verbatim from their source but were rather conveyed in 
meaning.11 This is concluded by Bāsim Muḥammad Ḥusayn in his short study of Samarqandī’s 
ʿUyūn al-Masā’il. He says that Samarqandī does not quote verbatim in it and that it is sometimes 
even difficult to tell where one person’s statement ends and another’s begins.12 We do not experi-
1 We have asserted these relationships based on how they occur in the Nawāzil since Ibn Muqātil and Nuṣayr are 
cited in a number of instances transmitting from these students of the Imām. For their biographies, see appendix 2.
2 Ḥusayn has reached a similar conclusion by studying the narrators of the ʿUyūn in a similar fashion (see Bāsim 
Muḥammad Ḥusayn, “Malāmiḥ min Manhaj Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī, pp. 23–24).
3 Another of his quotes show that written works were available. Samarqandī relates from Abū Naṣr that he was 
consulted regarding four books that were available in his time, namely “the Book of Ibn Rustum, Khaṣṣāf ’s Adab 
al-Qāḍī, and Hishām’s recensions of Kitāb al-Mujarrad and Nawādir. See Nawāzil, MS Fātiḥ 2353, fol. 190.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 94. Some have recorded both a Kitāb al-Nafaqāt and a Kitāb al-Nafaqāt ʿala ’l-Aqārib for 
Khaṣṣāf. See Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 2nd Ed. (1417/1997), p. 256; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 7; Al-Ṭab-
aqāt al-Saniyya, 1:418.
5 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1981 and appendix 2. Samarqandī refers to “the masā’il of Nuṣyar ibn Yaḥyā,” which 
appears to be a reference to the rulings related from him and not a written work.
6 See Nawāzil, fols. 14, 34, 66.
7 That is kāna al-faqīh Abū Jaʿfar yaqūlu. For instance, see Nawāzil, fols. 21, 23, 43, 53, 94.
8 See Nawāzil, fols. 58, 45, 44, 57 respectively. For others, see 49, 53, 54, 61, 79, 81.
9 Possibly due to the fact that the opinions of the earlier jurists he cites in this way were expected to be known 
to the jurists of his time.
10 That is, samiʿtu thiqatan yadhkuru ʿan Abī ’l-Qāsim. See Nawāzil, fol. 14.
11 As can be seen through the practice of the jurists, jurisprudence is different from ḥadīth transmission, where there 
is an established difference of opinion about the importance of retaining the words exactly as uttered by the Prophet  
though the stronger opinion is that verbatim transmission is not absolutely necessary there either. For a discussion on 
this, see Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, Nuzhat al-Naẓar fī Tawḍīḥ Nukhbat al-Fikar, Riyadh: Maṭbaʿa Safīr, 
1st Ed. (1422/2001), pp. 119–120; Muḥammad ibn Sulaymān al-Kāfījī, Al-Mukhtaṣar fī ʿ Ilm al-Athar, Riyadh: Maktabat 
al-Rushd, 1st Ed. (1407/1986), p. 136; Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad Abū Zahw, Al-Ḥadīth wa ’l-Muḥaddithūn, Cairo: 
Dār al-Fikr al-ʿArabī, (1378/1958), pp. 200–201.
12 He does not provide any examples of where this problem occurs. See Bāsim Muḥammad Ḥusayn, “Malāmiḥ 
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ence the latter problem in the Nawāzil because he clearly introduces each new opinion by stating 
its owner’s name, and his own opinions are also clearly demarcated.
I can conclude that the majority of Samarqandī’s citations were orally transmitted through 
his teachers, while sometimes he felt it useful or necessary to reveal his oral or written source.
In this practice, Samarqandī is not an anomaly. It was in accordance with what seems to have 
been the accepted tradition throughout in juridical works. Since the 1980s there has been sub-
stantial progress in the understanding of transmission methods in early Islam, and according to 
Sebastian Günther, a “certain consensus among scholars” has emerged. Based on his review of a 
number of scholars he concludes that teaching was imparted in “sessions (majālis, mujālasāt) and 
circles (ḥalaqāt)” and “‘oral instruction’ was the primary method of imparting knowledge.” He 
says that they did employ written “lecture scripts” and other “notes” which eventually became 
fixed in memory or writing.1 There is hardly a work on jurisprudence in which every opinion is 
traced through a chain to its source. Therefore, as will be shown below, the works of Samarqandī’s 
have found widespread acceptance among the later jurists. This acceptance indicates acceptance 
of the oral tradition in general and the authority of Samarqandī as a reliable narrator and master 
jurist in particular. Otherwise, there may have been very selective acceptance of only those parts 
of his work where he cites his full transmission. 
We find that memorizing the rulings of earlier jurists was not at all uncommon. Abū ʿ Abdillāh 
al-Balkhī2 is reported to have memorized the opinions of the imāms, a habit that he says would 
help him respond to the queries he received.3 It is related that Samarqandī’s teacher Hinduwānī, 
who was known as Abū Ḥanīfa Junior, said of himself, “If all the (written) opinions of Abū 
Ḥanīfa, the Amālī of Abū Yūsuf, the Nawādir and Ziyādāt of Muḥammad al-Shaybānī were to 
be destroyed by fire, I would be able to rewrite them verbatim from memory without producing 
a single error.”4 If this were the case with Hinduwānī, it would not be too difficult to assume that 
his student Samarqandī would easily have had many of the earlier transmissions partly or wholly 
memorized.
One point remains. Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, by his own assertion, was primarily written to 
compile the new fatwās issued by later jurists and some of the opinions of the imāms that were not 
already transmitted in the texts from them.5 Any rulings transmitted from the imāms that are not 
ẓāhir al-riwāya came to be known as the nawādir since their transmission is not as well verified 
as the former. Since the Nawāzil contains some excerpts from Shaybānī’s main works, along with 
those that are not related therein, it means it includes some ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir too.6 
However, the bulk of it, as its name suggests, comprises of nawāzil and fatwās of the later jurists.
min Manhaj Abī ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī,” p. 23.
1 See Sebastian Günther, “Assessing the Sources of Classical Arabic Compilations: The Issue of Categories and 
Methodologies,” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies, Vol. 32, No. 1 (May, 2005), pp. 77, 80.
2 This could refer to a number of individuals, though it has not been possible to determine which one. Some 
manuscripts have Balkhī in place of Thaljī later on in the same paragraph, which may indicate that this is also refer-
ring to Abū ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī. It could also refer to Abū ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn 
al-ʿAbbās al-Balkhī the ascetic (d. 319/931), Samarqandī’s teacher, who we discussed above, but it is unlikely since he 
usually refers to him as Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl (see section on “Teachers” in chapter 1). There is also Muḥammad ibn 
ʿAqīl al-Azharī Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Balkhī (d. 316/928) (see Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 4:73). Despite this ambiguity, the purpose 
of his quote is clear.
3 See Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, fol. 2.
4 See Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 301.
5 See Samarqandī’s introduction to the Nawāzil, fol. 2.
6 Since he clearly quotes from Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr.
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Contents of the Nawāzil
The Nawāzil of Samarqandī comprises approximately sixty-five chapters on the different juridical 
subjects commonly found in works of jurisprudence. It begins with the chapter on purity, followed 
by ritual prayer and the remaining chapters on worships (ʿibādāt), and then on to marriage and 
divorce and other transactions (muʿāmalāt). Samarqandī ends his work with a few supplementary 
chapters or appendices on interpretation of particular verses and ḥadīths, selected anecdotes and 
guidance on issuing fatwās, the virtues of jurists, repudiation of the Jahmiyya and other “heretical 
sects,” a chapter comprising stories and anecdotes of juridical value, and finally a chapter on dates 
(tārīkh). This final chapter comprises the death dates of the early jurists of the Ḥanafī school and 
the famous scholars of Balkh up to Samarqandī’s time.
These appendices are useful because they contain information relevant to the aspiring jurist. 
For example, the chapter on virtues provides encouragement and inspiration for aspiring jurists. 
The one on “heretical sects” is useful because, in issues where jurisprudence overlaps with theol-
ogy, a jurist is sometimes consulted with regard to their juridical and theological ramifications, 
such as the marital standing of one condemned for heresy or apostasy. Additionally, many jurists, 
including Samarqandī, were also theologians; hence, there is more than sufficient justification for 
the inclusion of such a topic in a work like this.
The chapter on dates is of great value for the researcher because it provides insight into the 
development of Ḥanafī jurisprudence and identifies the major scholars in this field in some sort 
of chronological order. By listing the Prophet Muḥammad  at the head of the list, followed by 
the jurist Companions and Successors and then the jurists of the school, Samarqandī can be seen 
as attempting to substantiate his own credibility within the Ḥanafī school by presenting himself 
as part of an unbroken chain to the Prophet, the first legislator.1
Samarqandī’s Methodology in his Nawāzil
Each chapter comprises citations from earlier jurists. These normally begin with the expression 
“So-and-So was asked regarding . . . and he responded . . . .” These quotes are systematically ordered 
to provide a comprehensive overview of the main issues pertaining to each subject. If a comment, 
clarification or preponderance is needed, Samarqandī provides it. Most of the jurists he quotes 
are of the Ḥanafī school. However, he sometimes quotes scholars of other schools, usually when 
a ruling from Ḥanafī scholars is unavailable, and follows it up with a critique. Samarqandī’s own 
comments are normally introduced by the phrase “the Jurist said” (qāla ’l-faqīh)2 which is probably 
a later addition by some of its narrators.
I have already discussed some of his methodology in the previous chapter under the section 
“Samarqandī’s Juristic Level.” Here are some more ways in which Samarqandī treats the juridical 
material he cites. All examples here are from the opening part of the Chapter on Purity (Kitāb 
al-Ṭahāra).
  He quotes the opinions of certain jurists without mentioning their line of reasoning or their 
proofs. For instance, he relates that Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Sallām was asked about the lake 
of Balkh. If its water was not flowing and someone performed ablution in it, how would that 
1 For a discussion on the attribution of this chapter to Samarqandī, see “Dates of Birth and Death” in chapter 1.
2 Some manuscripts present his name too. For the differences between the manuscripts, see notes on the critical 
edition.
81
affect the purity of the water? He replied that if the breadth of the lake was so wide that the 
waters of the two sides did not mix together, it would remain pure and further ablution could 
be made from it. Samarqandī then says, “This is the position we adopt.” He does not, however, 
mention any rationale behind the ruling.1
  Sometimes, as in the above, he will express support for an opinion saying, “This is what we 
adhere to” (emphasis mine). The we is probably used to indicate approval of the opinion by the 
jurists of Balkh at his time and not just himself.
  Much of the time he cites some sort of explanation, rationale, or analogy behind the ruling. 
For instance, he relates that Nuṣayr was asked about a person who performed a ritual bath 
(ghusl) to rid himself of major ritual impurity (janāba). However, he had some food stuck in 
his teeth that prevented water from reaching all the way. Would his ghusl be valid, he won-
dered? Nuṣayr’s reply was that he “hoped it was all right”2 and explained that in his view it was 
similar to the ruling of attaining purity while having [normal] dirt under the nails. Even if the 
dirt prevented water from reaching below it was negligible and therefore not a problem.3
  Samarqandī attempts to alleviate uncertainties and questions that he perceives some opinions 
may arouse. He qualifies them as having specific application and that they cannot be taken as 
general and applicable to all cases. For instance, he relates that Abū Naṣr was asked how to puri-
fy baked bricks that were dried and then became impure by absorbing impurity. He replied that 
they should be washed and dried three times. After relating this, Samarqandī says, “This is only 
when the bricks are new; if they are used, it is sufficient to wash them three times together.”4
The above, along with what has previously been shown, provides some insight into Samarqandī’s 
methodology in analysing and dealing with the material he compiles in the Nawāzil. Since he 
takes such an involved role in the work and does not merely gather the opinions, it demonstrates 
his insight into their content, their implications and the general needs of his time. His juristic 
prowess in arranging and commenting on these opinions is on full display. Although he is reported 
to have acquired his fiqh primarily from his teacher Hinduwānī and cites him in support of many 
opinions, he also disagrees with him on occasions.
In the Chapter on Marriage, he discusses the issue of a woman who has consummated her 
marriage but has not been paid her dowry. Is she allowed to prevent her husband from having 
intimacy with her? Khaṣṣāf says that she is not allowed; Ṣaffār says she can. Samarqandī then says 
that Abū Jaʿfar would issue his fatwā on Khaṣṣāf ’s opinion but he himself takes Ṣaffār’s.5
The work is further enhanced by the logical structure he gives to it and the near absence of 
terse and complicated expressions enhances its utility even further.6 However, if Samarqandī had 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 3.
2 The expression here is Arjū an lā ba’sa bihī, which, though expressing ambivalence, is an accepted expression 
indicating the leaning of the jurist on a particular issue.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 6.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 4.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 92.
6 Hallaq claims that, judging from the majority of published fatwā collections, most of them show beyond doubt 
that they originated as queries from qāḍīṣ for deciding court cases (see Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change 
in Islamic Law, pp. 173, 180). However, this is not at all evident from Samarqandī’s Nawāzil. There are instances where 
such can be assumed, as the questions are clearly reported as originating from a qāḍī, but the bulk of entries does not 
demonstrate this.
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sub-divided the chapters into smaller segments and rearranged the rulings together under rele-
vant headings, it could have made navigation easier and further enhanced the utility of the work.
Format of the entries
The entries in the Nawāzil are all short fatwās consisting of one or more sentences. The answers 
are not simply yes or no answers but provide pertinent details and a sufficient response. There is 
not a single lengthy treatise to be found among them, as that is not the normal nature of fatwās. 
Fatwās are generally kept short while juridical treatises tend to be longer.1 Each entry employs the 
appropriate juridical terminology and is clear, comprehensive and succinct.
The format of the entries is largely consistent and so are many of the expressions employed. 
Similar conventional terms are used throughout in the responses, such as huwa aḥabbu ilayya (this 
is more preferred for me), wa ’l-iḥtiyāṭ fīhi (precaution is in this), yajibu ʿalayhi (it is necessary 
for him), la yujzīhi (it will not suffice him), jāzat and yajūzu (it is, or will be, permitted). The 
questions are nearly all presented using the past tense passive su’ila (he was asked), since not a 
single questioner’s name is revealed. The exception to this is where the query is from one scholar 
to another. This is most certainly to maintain the privacy of the questioner and to render the 
fatwās timeless and not restricted to a given party, place or time. After all, Samarqandī’s purpose 
of compiling this work was to provide a resource for jurists.2
The above indicates that the rulings have been edited by Samarqandī before including them 
in his work, even though he conveys much of it through oral transmission, where words are not 
preserved verbatim. Questions asked by the general public and even scholars tend to be greatly 
varied from person to person and not always consistent in the vocabulary or expressions used. 
Some may be too verbose, while others do not contain sufficient detail and have grammatical 
inaccuracies. Here we do not have such problems. Some of the inquiries are from scholars and 
would be expected to be clearer in presentation and contents than those asked by normal lay 
people, whom the bulk of the fatwās probably represent. Therefore, the formatting consistency 
throughout the work and the proper use of nomenclature indicate that the work has undergone 
a considerable amount of tajrīd, where just the appropriate details are mentioned and the super-
fluous information edited out, and talkhīṣ, where only a concise summary of the original ques-
tion is provided rather than the whole question verbatim. Hallaq shows that this was the norm 
when dealing with fatwās for inclusion in fiqh works.3 Therefore, the fatwās here have undergone 
systematic alteration, a thorough process of editing, abstraction and abridgement, which makes 
the work a lot more accessible and easier to use.
Moreover, the work contains hardly any detailed discussions of the evidences behind any of the 
rulings. Samarqandī cites a Qur’ānic verse or a narration as evidence only seldom.4 Most of the 
rulings are presented on the strength of the authority of the scholar cited. Rulings are accepted 
or rejected based on the maxims and framework set down by the founders of the school or one 
of the subsequent jurists.
1 This is the nature of fatwā works, since, as Hallaq notes, lengthy articles would be part of a different genre of 
juridical writing (Wael Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in Islamic Law, p. 169) and as Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ cautioned, 
become taṣnīf (longer treatises). However, he goes on to clarify that, where required, full details should be provided 
and the questioner should not be left confused (see Ibn al-Ṣalāḥ, Adab al-Muftī wa ’l-Mustaftī, p. 76).
2 See author’s introduction, Nawāzil, fol. 2.
3 See Wael B. Hallaq’s “Fatwās to Furūʿ, pp. 44–47.
4 See Nawāzil, fols. 33, 43, 88.
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Permissibility of dealing with hypothetical issues before they occur
Ruling on hypothetical cases and issues before they occur has been a somewhat contentious issue. It 
was said to be mainly undertaken by jurists who used qiyās (analogy) and exercised ra’y (considered 
opinion) due to the flexibility in such an approach.1 Abū Zahra explains that they were driven to 
do this so they could apply the efficient causes (ʿilal) that they would extract from the revealed 
cases to such hypothetical scenarios.2 They could thus show how the ʿilal affect various cases. In 
the following, I will take a look at the jurisprudence governing speculative rulings and its history.
There are conflicting Qur’ānic verses and prophetic narrations with regard to the permissibility 
of inquiring about and determining the rulings for hypothetical cases. One verse cited is “Do 
not ask about things which, if they are shown to you, will distress you” (5:101), and a ḥadīth cited 
is “Allāh dislikes for you abundant questioning.”3 Hence, a number of earlier scholars disliked 
questions about issues that had not yet occurred and viewed it as juristic extremism.4 For instance, 
Ibn al-Munayyir relates that the Imām Mālik ibn Anas would refuse to answer a question until 
confirming with the questioner that it had actually occurred. However, Thaʿālibī shows that 
Ibn al-Munayyir’s report contradicts the volumes of juridical responses related from Mālik on 
numerous issues found in many famous Mālikī fiqh works. He argues that it would have been 
impossible for this large number of rulings to have all occurred during his time. Similar he cites 
from the Levantine scholar Yaḥyā al-Nawawī (d. 676/1278) that the famous jurist of the Levant 
ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Awzāʿī (d. 158/774) issued seventy thousand fatwās. It is therefore difficult 
to believe that they could have all been on real occurrences only.5
Therefore, the majority of scholars have deduced from other proofs that it is lawful to dis-
cuss and rule on hypothetical scenarios. Among these is the ḥadīth of Miqdād ibn al-Aswad (d. 
33/654), who asked the Prophet  a hypothetical scenario about the permissibility of killing 
an enemy combatant who, after fighting with him and severing his hand, seeks refuge behind a 
tree proclaiming that he now believes in God. The Prophet  responded that killing him would 
be prohibited.6 Most importantly, Miqdād was graced with a response and was not censured or 
prohibited from asking such questions despite the fact that it had not yet occurred. Numerous 
other examples show that this was not uncommon. Rāfiʿ ibn Khadīj (d. 74/694) asked the Prophet 
Muḥammad , “If we do not have a knife can we slaughter [an animal] with the sharp edge of a 
cane.” The Prophet  replied, “Whatever causes the blood to flow and the name of God is men-
tioned over it, eat it, except that [which is slaughtered] with the teeth or fingernails.”7 Similarly, 
a man asked him, “What would you advise if we are ruled by leaders who withhold our rights 
from us and demand theirs?” He replied, “Listen and obey, for they will be answerable for what 
1 Those who minimized or completely disregarded the role of ra’y and qiyās indulged little in formulating rulings 
on speculative issues. For definition and usage of ra’y, see Wael Hallaq, A History of Islamic Legal Theories, pp. 15, 31; 
Ahmad Hasan, “Early Modes of Ijtihād: Ra’y, Qiyās and Istiḥsān,” Islamic Studies, Vol. 6, No. 1 (March 1967), pp. 48–52. 
See also, ʿAbd al-Fattāḥ Abū Ghudda, Manhaj al-Salaf fī ’l-Su’āl ʿan al-ʿIlm wa fī Taʿallumi mā Yaqaʿ wa mā lam Yaqaʿ, 
Ḥalab: Maktab al-Maṭbūʿāt al-Islāmiyya, 1st Ed. (1412/1992), pp. 20–21.
2 Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa, p. 229. 
3 Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī (1477, 2408); Muslim (593); For other proofs cited, see Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Hajawī 
al-Thaʿālibī, Al-Fikr al-Sāmī fī Tārīkh al-Fiqh al-Islāmī, Rabat: Maṭbaʿa Idārat al-Maʿārif and Fez: Maṭbaʿa al-Baladiyya 
(1345/1926), 2:127–132.
4 For a number of examples and citations on this, see Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, Fatḥ al-Bārī Sharḥ Ṣahīḥ al-Bukhārī, 
Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, n.d., 13:266.
5 See Thaʿālibī’s Al-Fikr al-Sāmī, 2:128–129.
6 See ḥadīth in Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī (4019) and Muslim (95).
7 Ṣaḥīḥ al-Bukhārī (2488, 3075), Muslim (1968).
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they are responsible for and you will be answerable for what you are responsible for.1 Yet a more 
explicit narration about asking about issues that had not yet occurred is that of the Companion 
Ḥudhayfa ibn al-Yamān (d. 36/656), who reports, “People would ask the Messenger of Allāh  
about the good, while I would ask him about the evil [to come] for fear that it would afflict me.”2
The prohibition indicated in the Qur’ānic verse, then, is said to be confined to such mundane 
issues as, “if they are shown to you, will distress you.” For instance, someone’s inquiry about their 
real father with the possibility that their illegitimate birth be revealed and highly distress them. 
Therefore, it is not seen as applying to questions about religious issues for the sake of refining 
one’s knowledge of sacred law or to be better prepared.3 Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī (d. 852/1448) 
relates from Baghawī (d. 510/1116) that there are two types of juridical rulings. One are those 
that are taught for genuine religious need. These are not only permissible but encouraged, as 
in the verse, “Ask the people of remembrance if you do not know” (Qur’ān 16:43). The other 
are rulings sought pretentiously or out of obstinacy (toward the religious authority), which he 
says became the cause for the destruction of earlier nations.4 ʿAsqalānī then states that we will 
take the apparently prohibitive proofs and the censure of the earlier scholars as applying to such 
cases. Therefore, Awzāʿī explained that the narration “The Prophet  forbade captious questions 
(ughlūṭāt)” referred to asking about unlikely and difficult issues.5
It is further related from the Mālikī jurist Ibn al-ʿArabī (d. 543/1148) that the prohibition 
for asking such questions was restricted to the era of the Messenger . This is because divine 
revelation was ongoing at the time. Such questions could trigger a ruling prohibiting something 
hitherto taken as lawful and become a source of burden on the Muslim community. There was 
no possibility of such a thing, however, after the Prophet’s death,6 as direct divine legislation had 
ceased. The jurist’s function was now to extract and reveal the rulings from the sacred sources 
according to formulated methodology. Ibn al-ʿArabī further argues that the prohibition against 
inquiring about hypothetical problems should be confined to non-scholars. For scholars, such 
questions were indispensable to prepare for the needs of the masses. ʿAsqalānī adds that they 
should be disliked for scholars too if they occupied them from more important things.7
Ibn al-Qayyim (d. 751/1350) argues that the exercise of extrapolating large number of rulings and 
then inferring rulings on hypothetical cases based on them without resorting to the fundamental 
sources is blameworthy.8 He cites three opinions on whether a muftī should respond to questions 
about problems that have not yet occurred. One is that it is preferred, another is that it is disliked, 
and the third is that it is left to the muftī’s discretion. He reconciles these opinions by explaining 
that if the matter is one found in the sacred sources or in a transmission from a Companion, it 
1 Sunan al-Tirmidhī (2199).
2 Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim (1847).
3 For a more detailed explanation of this verse, see ʿ Asqalānī, Fatḥ al-Bārī, 13:262–263; ʿ Abd al-Fattāḥ Abū Ghudda, 
Manhaj al-Salaf fī ’l-Su’āl ʿan al-ʿIlm, pp. 64–72.
4 As in the narration: “Leave me alone as long as I leave you alone, for the earlier nations were destroyed by their 
abundant questions to and disputes with their prophets. See ʿ Asqalānī, Fatḥ al-Bārī, 13:263. See also, Thaʿālibī’s Al-Fikr 
al-Sāmī, 2:129.
5 Thaʿālibī, Al-Fikr al-Sāmī, 2:130. See also, Abū ʿ Abdillāh Muḥammad ibn Mufliḥ al-Maqdisī, Al-Ādāb al-Sharʿiyya, 
Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 3rd Ed. (1419/1999), 2:77.
6 See ʿAsqalānī, Fatḥ al-Bārī, 13:263.
7 Ibid., 13:263.
8 Ibn al-Qayyim al-Jawziyya, Iʿlām al-Muwaqqiʿīn ‘an Rabb aql-ʿĀlamīn, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. 
(1411/1991), 1:55.
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would not be disliked to respond. If it is purely hypothetical and not likely to occur, it should 
not be discussed. If it is hypothetical but not improbable, and the motive of the questioner is to 
know its ruling in preparation for its occurrence, it is virtuous to respond, especially if it will help 
enhance the questioner’s juristic insight and assist him in considering other similar rulings. He 
concludes that it would be virtuous to respond wherever genuine benefit is determined therein.1
Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Sanūsī (d. 895/1489), a commentator of Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, states 
that the practice of extensive extrapolations and hypotheticals in which the impossible is also 
entertained is what has made fiqh difficult. As an example, he cites the ruling discussed by some 
of a hermaphrodite who impregnates his/her self. If the offspring born from this dies before the 
hermaphrodite, would the hermaphrodite inherit as a mother, as a father, or as both?2 
Abū Zahra says that Layth ibn Saʿd (d. 175/791), Muḥammad ibn Idrīs al-Shāfiʿī and other jurists 
formulated hypothetical models to rule on as a requirement of the development of jurisprudence 
and to prepare for probable issues before they arose.3 These rulings were generally related to wor-
ship, slavery, oaths, vows, and marriage.4 However, Thaʿālibī reports that the scholars of the third 
century, namely the associates of Abū Ḥanīfa, Shāfiʿī, and Mālik, delved into many hypothetical 
issues that were in the realm of logical impossibilities. He argues that this occupied them from 
studying the fundamental principles and their extensive extrapolations caused the fiqh corpus 
to become bloated and eventually to lose its vigor.5 He claims that Abū Ḥanīfa was the first to 
entertain hypothetical issues and infer their rulings in preparation for their occurrence.6 Abū 
Zahra agrees that Abū Ḥanīfa formulated abundant rulings on hypothetical issues, such that it 
was claimed that he had formulated sixty thousand or as much as three hundred thousand rulings, 
and therefore he helped to expand its corpus. However, he rejects that he was the first to venture 
into this because he says the practice existed before him among the jurists of ra’y, even though 
some like Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī (d. 96/715) avoided it. Shaʿbī used to warn his students against the 
ara’aytayūn. These were scholars who repeatedly employed the phrase ara’ayta (“What if ?”) to 
discuss hypothetical issues. Shaʿbī died in 109/727 while Abū Ḥanīfa was still under the tutelage 
of Ḥammād and had not yet become a jurist.7 So according to Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa could not 
have been the one to initiate this practice but that it was already in vogue. It is reported that the 
Ḥanbalī school probably delved the least into formulating rulings for hypothetical issues. Imām 
Aḥmad was reported to have censured people who would inquire about them8 and ask too many 
unbeneficial questions as related by the Ḥanbalī Ibn Mufliḥ (d. 763/1362).9
From the above we can conclude that although there are numerous narrations which show that 
the Prophet  responded to questions about issues before they occurred, there was ambivalence 
among the scholars of the first and second century concerning its permissibility or at least the 
scope of its permissibility. From the third century on, many jurists and the followers of Mālik, 
1 Ibid., 4:170. See also, Abū Ghudda, Manhaj al-Salaf fī ’l-Su’āl ʿan al-ʿIlm, pp. 46–47.
2 As cited by Abū Zahra from him in Abū Ḥanīfa, p. 231.
3 Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa, p. 230.
4 Abū Zayd, Al-Madkhal al-Mufaṣṣal, 1:138
5 Thaʿālibī, Al-Fikr al-Sāmī, 2:131. See also Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa, p. 231, where he adds that other jurists began 
to consider this a reprehensible innovation when the formulation of hypothetical transgressed into the unlikely issues. 
They then began to collect proofs against such a practice.
6 Thaʿālibī, Al-Fikr al-Sāmī 2:132.
7 Abū Zahra, Abū Ḥanīfa, pp. 229–230.
8 See Abū Zayd, Al-Madkhal al-Mufaṣṣal, p. 138.
9 See Ibn al-Mufliḥ al-Maqdisī, Al-Ādāb al-Sharʿiyya, 2:72–73.
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Shāfiʿī and Abū Ḥanīfa accepted it and practiced it, while it may have been more among the 
Ḥanafīs and much less among the Ḥanbalīs.1
Furthermore, as indicated above in Ibn al-Qayyim’s discussion, not all hypothetical issues are 
the same. There are those that are highly probable and likely to occur while others fall into the 
realm of the impossible or even outright absurd. The impossible could then be divided into those 
that could be useful for training purposes and those which have no such benefit. An example of 
the first is the study of peculiar bleeding patterns for menstruating women. After relating some, 
the author of Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī clearly states that such scenarios seldom occur but are pre-
sented to sharpen the understanding of students about the rulings of menstruation.2 ʿAsqalānī 
says that whoever shuts the doors to (speculative) questions such as to deprive himself exposure 
to many real issues will diminish his own knowledge and understanding. Conversely, the one 
who indulges in extensive scenarios, especially those that seldom occur, and extrapolates their 
rulings, or seeks merely to compete and surpass others, is reproachable and guilty of exactly what 
the predecessors (salaf) censured.3
For Islamic jurisprudence to develop, expand and remain relevant, it was necessary for hypo-
thetical cases to be explored and their rulings formulated. The following report is telling of the 
mindset behind advance formulation of rulings in the Ḥanafī school. Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī reports 
in his Tārīkh:
When Qatāda came to Kufa, Abū Ḥanīfa went and asked him, “O Abū ’l-Khaṭṭāb, what do you say about a man 
who is absent from his family for many years and his wife thinks that he has died so she remarries. Then the first 
husband returns. What do you say about her marriage payment?” Abū Ḥanīfa had pre-briefed his companions 
who were gathered that if Qatāda relates a ḥadīth (in response) he will be lying and if he gives his own opinion 
he will err. Qatāda exclaimed, “Bother you! Has this occurred?” “No,” Abū Ḥanīfa replied. So he said, “Why do 
you ask me about something that has not occurred?” Abū Ḥanīfa replied, “We prepare for affliction before it 
occurs. When it occurs we will know what to do and how to extricate ourselves from it.”4
Therefore, entertaining speculative issues can be seen as a strength of the Ḥanafī school. It 
pre-empted the rulings for many anticipated issues and provided later scholars a resource to deal 
with novel incidents when confronted with them. Khaṭīb’s report indicates the mindset of the 
eponym of the school, which assisted in possibly making it the most capable school in dealing 
with novel issues in the various regions, to which the school spread. The early Ḥanafī school 
flourished during the period of the ʿAbbāsids around the Muslim world5 and then during the 
lengthy Ottoman rule after the 7/13th century.6 It was exposed to different cultures, experiences 
1 This issue has been discussed extensively by many. See Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:419–422; Abū Ghudda, 
Manhaj al-Salaf fī ’l-Su’āl ʿ an al-ʿIlm; Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn ʿ Alī al-Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Kitāb al-Faqīh wa ’l-Mutafaqqih, 
Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 2nd Ed. (1400/1980), 2:7–19; ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān ibn Aḥmad Ibn Rajab al-Ḥanbalī, Jāmiʿ 
al-ʿUlūm wa ’l-Ḥikam, Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Risāla, 7th Ed. (1422/2001), pp. 238–245.
2 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:223.
3 See ʿAsqalānī, Fatḥ al-Bārī, 13:267. See also, Naqīb, Al-Madhhab al-Ḥanafī, 1:419. 
4 See Tārīkh Baghdād, 15:477. However, this did not mean that Abū Ḥanīfa entertained all questions. He rebuked 
a person and had him removed from his gathering when he asked the absurd question of what a person who intended 
to fast was to do if dawn occurred in the middle of the night? See Tārīkh Baghdād, 15:473.
5 See Nurit Tsafrir, The History of an Islamic School of Law: The Early Spread of Hanafism, Islamic Legal Studies 
Program, Harvard Law School, 2004, p. 17, 20–21. See also, C. Melchert, “How Ḥanafism Came to Originate in Kufa 
and Traditionalism in Medina,” Islamic Law and Society, v. 6. n. 3, 1999, pp. 318–347. 
6 See Colin Imber, Ebu’s-Suʿud, p. 25.
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and paradigms, which likely enriched the ability of Ḥanafī jurists (both muftīs and muftī-judges) 
to deal with many variant issues. Context, therefore, must have played a major role, and the for-
mulation of rulings for issues before they occur was not merely an intellectual exercise.
Also, as will be shown in the next section, it was in many cases a natural progression to enter-
taining speculative questions. For instance, a jurist is asked about a real case, to which he provides 
a fatwā. His students then quiz him on associated angles of the question. Sometimes, for the sake 
of clarification, the jurist himself would provide the rulings of contrasting situations and other 
relevant angles. Therefore, ruling on speculative issues is an inevitable and necessary by-product 
of the process of issuing  fatwās on real issues or training others in jurisprudence.1
Thaʿālibī seems to have missed the points when he states that the students of Abū Ḥanīfa 
and other jurists went beyond dealing with real questions to formulating an extended range of 
hypotheticals that caused the decline of fiqh. He claims that not a single one of those hypothet-
ical issues has yet occurred even with the passing of many centuries.2 But he does not cite any 
examples as proof, and a number of cases can be cited to show the contrary. Aḥmad ibn Idrīs 
al-Qarāfī (d. 684/1285) relates that if the sun has just moved past its meridian in a place in the 
east and a walī (friend of God) from there miraculously flies through the air to a place in the west, 
where he finds that the sun has only just risen, would he pray the noon prayer according to the 
Eastern time? He says that he is responsible for prayers according to the time of the new place 
since he is now considered an inhabitant of it.3 The Mālikī Shams al-Dīn al-Ḥaṭṭāb al-Ruʿaynī (d. 
954/1547) disagrees with this opinion and says that once the walī has performed the prayers in 
the first place (for the day), the obligation cannot recur.4 Although this issue presupposes belief 
in miracles of divine favors (karāmāt), the rulings may be co-opted to modern situations. This 
assumed ability of flight is very much now a common reality, and the ruling can provide useful 
guidance for those who travel today by air from, say, the eastern to the western hemisphere. There 
have been numerous other breakthroughs and discoveries that the earlier jurists may have never 
thought possible—the discovery of the human genome, the ability to determine the gender of 
an embryo before delivery, the computer, the internet.
Despite the later widespread opinion of the permissibility of dealing with speculative cases, 
Islamic law did not develop in a vacuum. The bulk of fatwās in all schools of Islamic law were 
clearly responses to real-life scenarios, as the name nawāzil (novel incident) itself suggests. 
Hallaq concludes that the available evidence suggests that the overwhelming majority of fatwās 
were neither the product of juristic speculation nor mere theory or hypothesis.5 Most books of 
jurisprudence are set out with chapters called kitābs and subdivided into sections called bābs 
1 Masud et alii imply that fatwās should (only) be given on issues that are not purely hypothetical or imaginary. 
They cite Uriel Heyd as one of their sources (see Masud et al., “Muftis, Fatwas, and Islamic Legal Interpretation,” p. 22). 
Heyd states, “On principle, a fetva should be given only with respect to problems that had actually arisen and not on 
strange and abstruse matters.” In the note, he cites a passage from Fatāwā ʿĀlamgīriyya (Cairo, 1323, II, 379) as “wa-lā 
yajib al-iftā’ fī-mā lam yaqaʿ.” The passage, which he quotes accurately, says “it is not obligatory to provide a fatwā on 
issues that had not yet occurred” (emphasis mine) (Fatāwā Hindiyya, Dār al-Fikr, 3:309), and not that they should not 
be given (see Uriel Heyd, “Some Aspects of the Ottoman Fetvā,” Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies, 
University of London, Vol. 32, No. 1 (1969), pp. 53–54).
2 See Thaʿālibī, Al-Fikr al-Sāmī, 2:132.
3 Aḥmad ibn Idrīs al-Qarāfī, Al-Yawāqīt fī Aḥkām al-Mawāqīt, ed. Jalāl ʿAlī al-Jihānī, n.d., p. 120. He also relates 
another hypothetical which could very much be a reality now with the opening of space travel (see p. 119). 
4 See Shams al-Dīn al-Ḥaṭṭāb al-Ruʿaynī al-Mālikī, Mawāhib al-Jalīl fī Mukhtaṣar Khalīl, Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 3rd 
Ed. (1412/1992), 1:388.
5 Wael B. Hallaq, “From Fatwās to Furūʿ,” pp. 33–38, 61.
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(literary, “doors”), then further divided into subsections called fuṣūl. Each fāsl or bāb comprises 
of mas’alas (problems). A mas’ala, normally the smallest unit in a book of jurisprudence, comes 
from the root s-a-l, which means “to question.” Inherent in the term mas’ala is the notion of a 
question and answer. This indicates the origin of it to be real-life queries.1
Some Islamicists like N. J. Coulson claimed that the elaboration of Islamic law “was the 
result of a speculative attempt by pious scholars . . . to define the will of Allah.” He argued that 
Islamic law was produced in isolation of the prevailing religious practice.2 Schacht argued that 
Islamic law reflected the socio-economic conditions of the early ʿAbbāsids but then became out 
of touch and remained rigid, although he does agree that the fatwās of muftīs had an influential 
rule to play in the development of the law.3 After citing the above, Hallaq observes that there 
were also other scholars who recognized the part played by fatwās in the development of Islamic 
law through furūʿ works, but their claims had not been hitherto substantiated. He asserts that 
there is “massive evidence” to back this claim and goes on to show the weakness of Coulson and 
Schacht’s arguments.4 My analysis of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil in the next section also leads to the 
conclusion that the majority of cases were not speculative.
Are rulings on hypothetical scenarios found in the Nawāzil?
How were the rulings in Samarqandī’s Nawāzil formulated? The rulings appear to be based on 
real questions asked of the jurists who issued them. The formatting of each entry supports this 
thesis, since nearly each one contains the name of the jurist, the question asked and the response 
provided. There is nothing definitive to rule out that they could have been formulated in a jurist’s 
mind as hypothetical scenarios, discussed and deliberated, and then formatted in the form of a 
catechism. However, there is no proof to establish that they were all hypotheticals either. The 
scenarios, with the names of real jurists attached to them, suggests that they were genuine situ-
ations, and it would be quite a stretch to reduce them all to products of a jurist’s imagination.
Let us explore this in more detail. The majority of entries are in the form of real questions 
asked of the early Ḥanafī jurists, followed by their responses. Many of them are followed by the 
conflicting opinions of other jurists or Samarqandī’s comments, clarifications or preferences. You 
will also see that some rulings were issued on hypothetical problems. Consider the following:
1. Abū Bakr al-Iskāf relates that he acquired only a single ruling from Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā. He was once passing 
by the mosque of Nuṣayr when he saw two women asking him a question. They were inquiring about the ruling 
1 See also Hallaq, “From Fatwās to Furūʿ,” p. 30.
2 N. J. Coulson, “The State and the Individual in Islamic Law,” International and Comparative Law Quarterly, 6 
(1957), p. 57.
3 Joseph Schacht, Introduction to Islamic Law, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1964, p. 75.
4 See Wael B. Hallaq, “From Fatwās to Furūʿ,” p. 30. Anṣārī provides a valuable study of the early development 
of Islamic fiqh in general in the birthplace of the Ḥanafī school, Kufa. His study also covers the formulation and 
development of technical legal thought and argues for the higher juristic level of the Iraqis over that of the Levant 
and Madīna. It presents an early rejoinder to the Schachtian skeptical view on the origins of Islamic jurisprudence. 
See Ẓafar Isḥāq Anṣārī, The Early Development of Islamic Fiqh in Kufah with special reference to the works of Abū Yūsuf 
and Shaybānī (PhD Thesis, McGill University, 1966), see especially pp. 89–119, 325, 326, 391. In this regard, see also 
Ramon Harvey, The Legacy of Ibrahim al-Nakha’i in the Hanafi School, (2009), http://sahifah.org/category/islam-
ic-jurisprudence/#_ftn38 (accessed: December 2012), which is a critical assessment of the contribution of the jurist 
Ibrāhīm al-Nakhaʿī to the development of the legal methodology (uṣūl) of the early Hanafī school, with a focus on 
the historical validity of the sources.
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of prayer for a woman during childbirth when only a part of the baby had emerged (and she was waiting for the 
rest to be delivered). Nuṣayr replied that the women should still sit in a particular way and (attempt to) pray.1
The ruling provided by Nuṣayr is clearly a response to a real-life question asked by the women. 
They provided him with the details of the woman in childbirth and he gave them an answer, 
which was witnessed by Iskāf, who felt it relevant and useful to convey it to others. Samarqandī 
learned of it and included it in his work.
2. Bakr al-ʿAmmī relates that he visited the ḥadīth scholar Muḥammad ibn Sinān. A woman arrived and inquired 
about another who was experiencing a peculiar menstrual cycle. She was confused about when her menstruation 
should end. He remained silent for a while and then asked her to come the next day. When she returned the next 
day, he told her that he had looked at the ḥadīths of Sufyān, Shuʿba and others but could not find an answer to the 
problem. He then told her to leave and was unable to provide her a response.2 After quoting this, Samarqandī informs 
us that the ruling for this question can be found in Shaybānī’s Book of Menstruation. He then explains the ruling.3
In this example we learn that not only were the jurists consulted but so were the ḥadīth schol-
ars. People needed answers to their questions and were willing to ask even the ḥadīth scholars. 
However, ḥadīth scholars were not always able to provide the answers.
3. Abū ’l-Qāsim reports that Muḥammad ibn Salama met the jurist Muḥammad ibn Muqātil. The latter pre-
sented him with some responses he wrote for questions the people of Balkh had written to him about. Ibn Salama 
debated with him on one of those issues and convinced him to revise his opinion.4
This shows that people would even consult scholars in other cities by writing to them.
4. A mas’ala was sent by official messenger (ṣāḥib al-barīd) to the jurist Abū Jaʿfar on the Day of ʿArafa, which 
happened to be a Wednesday, asking him whether that day was really the Day of ʿArafa (i.e., the 9th of Dhū 
’l-Ḥijja). It further asked whether people were allowed to fast that day and whether if someone had already made 
the ʿĪd sacrifice (believing it was ʿĪd day), it would be accepted. It explained that the reasons for the confusion 
was that some had claimed a sighting of the crescent during daytime just before noon, while others rejected it 
and based their decision on something else. Abū Jaʿfar responded that the sighting of the moon in daytime was 
not considered a valid sighting at all and went on to cite his proofs.5
This was an official inquiry sent to the jurist seeking guidance on an issue that had caused much 
confusion among the masses.
5. Samarqandī is consulted by a woman about another whose pregnancy had extended to eleven months, after 
which the baby was delivered from her navel. He asked how this happened. She told him that initially a spot 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 22.
2 He further declared her to be a Ḥarūriyya (for Ḥarūriyya, see Ibn al-Athīr, Al-Nihāya fī Gharīb al-Ḥadīth wa 
’l-Athar, Beirut: Al-Maktaba al-ʿIlmiyya, 1399/1979, 1:366; Ibn Manẓūr, Lisān al-ʿArab, 4:185). The Ḥarūriyya (or 
Khārijites) were reported to have been extreme in implementing certain religious practices. Ḥadīth scholars were not 
always jurists, and in many cases they were unable to extrapolate rulings from the very narrations they transmitted. 
For instance, Abū Ḥanīfa was once with the ḥadīth scholar Aʿmash who asked him a ruling. Abū Ḥanīfa replied, “My 
opinion in this matter is such-and such.” Upon hearing this, Aʿmash asked as to how he had formed this [opinion]. 
Abū Ḥanīfa said, “You reported to us from So-and so. . . .” On this Aʿmash exclaimed, “O jurists, you are the physicians 
and we are merely the pharmacists” (see Ibn Ḥibbān, Al-Thiqāt, Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed., 
1393/1973, 8:468).
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 23. 
4 See Nawāzil, fols. 35–36.
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 64–65.
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appeared in that place, then a wound opened up and the baby was delivered stillborn from it. He asked her if 
the woman was still alive. She said yes and asked him what the ruling was for the ritual prayers for her. He asked 
if she had any bleeding from the navel. She said that only some yellow fluid had been discharged from there but 
nothing from below. He ruled that she was obligated to pray. After the woman departed, his students asked him 
a number of follow-up questions. For instance, what would the woman have had to do if she had bled more? 
He replied that if she had bled continuously from the navel, she would have had to pray each prayer with a fresh 
ablution. If she had bled from below, she would have had to follow the rulings of post-natal bleeding (nifās). 
They also inquired if the waiting period (ʿidda) of such a woman would end by the delivery of the child from 
the navel, and he said yes.1
This is an important example that highlights how a real-life situation provided the students of 
Samarqandī the impetus to speculate on related issues. Furthermore, what seemed an unusual 
method of child delivery then is now a standard procedure in many parts of the world. However, 
it did occasion the exposition of new rulings for prayer for women in that situation.
The above were clear accounts of real questions based on real-life scenarios that the jurists were 
consulted on. We observe that the jurists are available for consultation and to provide answers, 
except in number 2, where the scholar consulted was not a jurist and was unable to provide a 
response. In number 5, we see Samarqandī verifying aspects of the case, like whether the woman 
was still alive after her unusual delivery, as it was probably the first time he had heard of such 
a case. It was a nāzila that required a new fatwā. He only responded after considering all the 
relevant aspects of the case. This followed additional questions from his students who treated it 
as a case study and took the opportunity to quiz him on other potential angles of the case. The 
questions they asked were clearly assumptions. Therefore, although all the cases were based on 
real occurrences, we also observe how, given the chance, hypothetical questions can easily come 
from aspiring jurists in their effort to learn and analyse and to develop their understanding. 
Biographical and historical sources are replete with such incidents that clearly depict a real-life, 
organic formulation of the fatwā corpus, rather than one composed entirely through imagination. 
Another example is that of the jurist Abū ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān Ḥātim ibn ʿ Ulwān (d. 237/851), better 
known as “the Deaf One” (al-Aṣamm). It is said that the reason for this title was that a woman once 
came to him to ask a question. While she was sitting she broke wind audibly. Ḥātim pretended 
not to hear it and instead asked her to repeat her question. When she repeated her question he 
asked her to speak louder, saying he was hard of hearing. On this she praised God that Ḥātim 
had not heard the flatulence.2 He thereafter came to be known by this title. 
The examples above also reveal that the scholars were very much in touch with the general 
public. People felt comfortable to consult them. The jurists are not seen isolating themselves in 
classrooms, mosques or writing chambers formulating hypothetical scenarios. More significant is 
that, in many of the examples, it is the women who ventured to ask the questions directly to the 
scholars. They were not inhibited from asking these male scholars even about problems personal 
and peculiar to women.3 To conclude, the majority of rulings in the Nawāzil are similar in that 
they contain a mix of predominantly real scenarios with an addition of some hypotheticals.
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 22.
2 Qurashī relates this in his Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:24, and adds that he would act deaf thereafter. However, this 
addition is not found in the earlier Tārīkh Baghdād of Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī (d. 463/1070) (see 9:149). 
3 There is yet another incident related in which a women disputes with her husband about her expenses in front 
of the Imām Abū Yūsuf (see Nawāzil, fol. 99).
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Finally, we can gauge Samarqandī’s own approach to hypothetical rulings through the fol-
lowing. ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad was asked about the permissibility of marriage, if possible, between a 
Muslim man and female Muslim jinn. He replied that the questioner should be cuffed for his 
foolishness and ignorance. On the other hand, Samarqandī was asked if it was permissible to 
fire at a non-Muslim enemy who placed a prophet in front of them as a shield. He replied that 
the prophet himself should be consulted.1 If the first question is about an unusual problem, the 
second is about an impossibility, given the orthodoxy doctrine that no prophet will appear after 
the Prophet Muḥammad . But Samarqandī responds that if it could be assumed, then who 
better than the prophet to ask. ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad, in contrast, did not tolerate such a question.2
Impact of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil on fatwā collections in the 6/12th to 8/14th centuries
Many of the important Ḥanafī fatwā collections of the 6/12th to 8/14th centuries have drawn 
heavily from Samarqandī’s works like the Nawāzil. Much of it, along with the ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, 
has been incorporated into a number of subsequent works like Wāqiʿāt al-Ḥusāmiyya of Ṣadr 
al-Shahīd Ḥusām al-Dīn ʿ Umar ibn ʿ Abd al-ʿAzīz al-Bukhārī (d. 536/1142)3; Al-Fatāwā al-Ṣughrā 
and Al-Fatāwā al-Kubrā of Najm al-Dīn Yūsuf ibn Aḥmad al-Khawārizmī al-Khāṣṣī (d. 634/1236),4 
which are both essentially rearrangements of Ṣadr al-Shahīd’s original work, which also forms the 
basis of Marghīnānī’s Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd5; Munyat al-Muftī of Yūsuf ibn Saʿīd al-Sijistānī (d. 
638/1240)6; Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd and Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil of Marghīnānī (d. 593/1196)7; Muḥīṭ 
al-Riḍawī of Raḍī al-Dīn ibn al-ʿAlā’ Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Sarakhsī (d. 671/1272)8; 
and Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī of Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd ibn Aḥmad al-Bukhārī (d. 616/1219).9 
Samarqandī’s works also form a large part of Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Ḥawādith wa ’l-Wāqiʿāt of 
Aḥmad ibn Mūsā al-Kashshī (or Kashshanī) (d. around 550/1155)10 and Kitāb Jumal al-Aḥkām of 
Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Nāṭifī (d. 446/1054).11 Similarly, both of his works are listed by ʿ Ālim ibn al-ʿAlā’ 
al-Anṣārī al-Andarpatī al-Dihlawī (d. 786/1384) in the introduction to his Fatāwā Tātārkhāniyya 
1 For both these accounts and further discussion and opinions, see Ibrāhīm ibn Muḥammad Ibn Nujaym, Al-Ashbāh 
wa ’l-Naẓā’ir, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1419/1999), p. 282.
2 Mudarris concludes that there was a difference of opinion among the Balkhī scholars with regard to dealing 
with hypothetical issues; some permitted it while others did not. See Mashā’ikh Balkh, 2:826.
3 He is reported to have included all of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil and the entire Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Wāqiʿāt of 
Nāṭifī along with others. See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1998; Hallaq, “Fatwās to Furū,” pp. 43–44.
4 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:554; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1222.
5 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:352, 2:1222, 1224; Marghīnānī, Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, p. 90, along with editor Makkī’s 
introduction, p. 54–55. Makkī further explains that the same work of Ṣadr al-Shahīd, which his student Marghīnānī 
extended and completed as Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, was later rearranged by another of his students, Khaṣṣī, as Al-Fatāwā 
al-Kubrā. The source works for both of these books are therefore the same, and that is why the symbols indicating the 
source works are also the same in both works (see Makkī’s introduction, p. 61).
6 This is essentially a summarized version of Khāṣṣī’s Al-Fatāwā al-Ṣughrā along with some additions (see Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn, 2:1887; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:554; and Makkī’s introduction to Marghīnānī’s Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, p. 61).
7 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:352. In the Tajnīs, the Nawāzil is mentioned first in the author’s lists of sources, and his selec-
tions from it are presented before others in each chapter. See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:352; ʿAlī ibn Abī Bakr al-Marghīnānī, 
Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, p. 90. See also Makkī’s introduction to it, p. 54–55.
8 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1620.
9 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1619. It has been published as Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī fī ’l-Fiqh al-Nuʿmānī, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub 
al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed (1424/2004).
10 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1606. 
11 Abū ’l-ʿAbbās Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad ibn ʿUmar al-Nāṭifī, Kitāb Jumal al-Aḥkām, ed. Ḥamadullāh Sayyidjān 
Saydī (MA Thesis), Makkah: Maktaba Nizār Muṣṭafā al-Bāz, 1st Ed. (1418/1997). 
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as being one of his primary references,1 and Samarqandī’s ʿUyūn, Mukhtalaf and Fatāwā have 
been noted among the sources for Abū Yaʿqūb Yūsuf ibn ʿAlī al-Jurjānī’s Khizānat al-Akmal.2
Mudarris considers Samarqandī’s Nawāzil to be the primary source for the juridical opinions 
of the Ḥanafī scholars of Balkh. In his seminal work on the jurists and jurisprudence of Balkh, 
Mashā’ikh Balkh min al-Ḥanafiyya, he relies heavily on the Nawāzil and the ʿUyūn and states 
that to his knowledge it is the earliest book to record their rulings. He considers it the primary 
source for the majority of their fatwās that have been transmitted in later works. He also argues 
that Samarqandī’s transmission of their fatwās is the most reliable.3
In my study, I find that some of the fiqh texts of the 5/11th century have not cited Samarqandī.4 
For example, this is the case with famous works like Shams al-A’imma al-Sarakhsī’s (483/1090) 
Mabsūṭ,5 Nukat6 and Uṣūl,7 wherein I was unable to find a single citation. I also did not find any 
citations in the Nutaf of ʿAlī ibn al-Ḥusayn al-Sughdī (d. 461/1068), Al-Kitāb al-Mukhtaṣar of 
Abū ’l-Ḥusayn al-Qudūrī (d. 428/1037)8 and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr of Fakhr al-Islām ʿAlī ibn 
Muḥammad al-Bazdawī (d. 482/1089).9 However, he has been cited by Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Nāṭifī 
(d. 446/1054). According to an editor of Nāṭifī’s work more than a third of it has been sourced 
from Samarqandī’s three works, the Nawāzil, ʿ Uyūn and Khizāna, but Nāṭifī does not always cite 
his sources, and his work has also been influenced by Samarqandī’s methodology and style along 
with that of Shaybānī.10 Nāṭifī was said to be a colleague of Qudūrī, both having studied under the 
jurist Abū ʿ Abdillāh Muḥammad ibn Yaḥyā al-Jurjānī (d. 398/1007).11 It could be assumed, there-
fore, that Qudūrī must have been aware of Samarqandī but did not quote him in his Mukhtaṣar 
due to it being so concise. With regard to Sarakhsī, he may not have been aware of Samarqandī’s 
work, which is difficult to accept since he died much later than Nāṭifī, or he just chose to not cite 
him by name, which also seems unlikely since his Mabsūṭ, for instance, is extensive and numerous 
authorities are cited throughout, including the jurist Abū Jaʿfar.12
1 See ʿ Ālim ibn al-ʿAlā’ al-Anṣārī al-Andarpatī al-Dihlawī, Al-Fatāwā al-Tātārkhāniyya, Hyderabad: Majlis Dā’irat 
al-Maʿārif al-ʿUthmāniyya, 1st Ed. n.d., 1:67.
2 See Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 231; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:702. A more extensive study would be needed to determine 
how much of the Nawāzil has been incorporated into each of these works and could be the topic of future research.
3 It would have been useful for him to have discussed here the others who may have transmitted them (see Mudar-
ris, Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:211–212).
4 However, this is only based on consultation of some of the published works of this century. 
5 See Sarakhsī, Al-Mabsūṭ.
6 Nor in its commentary by ʿAttābī. See Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad al-ʿAttābī (d. 586/1190), Sharḥ al-Nukat, com-
mentary of Sarakhsī’s Nukat, ed. Abū ’l-Wafā’ al-Afghānī, Beirut: ʿĀlam al-Kutub, 1st Ed. (1406/1985).
7 Sarakhsī, Uṣūl al-Sarakhsī, Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, n.d.
8 However, this is a concise text based on brevity, so he cannot be expected to quote as many authorities as a larger 
text. However, Samarqandī is mentioned numerous times in both its commentaries, Ḥaddādī’s Al-Jawhara al-Nayyira 
and Maydānī’s Lubāb, as will be shown in the next section.
9 We searched through three sections of the work that have been published as master’s theses. See ʿAlī ibn 
Muḥammad al-Bazdawī, Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr (from Kitāb al-Zakāt to Kitāb al-Ḥajj), ed. Mai bint Mohammed bin 
Saleh Nakaro, Umm al-Qurā University (1431/2010); (from Kitāb al-Shuf ʿa to Masā’il Mutafarriqa), ed. Thurayya bint 
Saʿīd al-Ṣubaḥī, Umm al-Qurā University (1429/2008); (from Kitāb al-Kafāla to Ghaṣab), ed. Īmān bint Sālim Ṣāliḥ 
Qaboos, Umm al-Qurā University (1429/2008).
10 This is because Shaybānī’s works are the other major source for Nāṭifī. See Ḥamadullāh Sayyidjān Saydī’s intro-
duction to Abū ’l-ʿAbbās al-Nāṭifī’s Kitāb Jumal al-Aḥkām, pp. 89–91. In my reading of this work, I found at least one 
instance where Samarqandī name is cited (p. 152), while all other quotes are without citations. However, the editor 
has attempted to provide references throughout the work. In my opinion, the author has tried to avoid name citations 
in the interest of brevity and therefore even the imāms and other earlier jurists are cited infrequently.
11 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 202. See also, Saydī’s introduction to Nāṭifī’s Kitāb Jumal al-Aḥkām, p. 63.
12 Thorough research of his works would have to be undertaken to determine whether he has used any portions of 
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Other early Ḥanafī nawāzil collections
After Samarqandī’s pioneering work,1 others nawāzil and fatwā collections were also compiled. 
For instance, the Wāqiʿāt, discussed above, of Nāṭifī, who was considered one of the great scholars 
of Iraq, followed Samarqandī’s work.2 Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, Wāqiʿāt al-Ḥusāmī, and Majmuʿ 
al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Ḥawādith wa ’l-Wāqiʿāt have also been mentioned already. Each of these three 
incorporated much of Samarqandī’s work but also added from other sources. Kashshī is reported 
to have taken from the Fatāwā of Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl, the Fatāwā of Abū Ḥafṣ 
al-Kabīr and others.3 The Wāqiʿāt al-Ḥusāmī, then, incorporated parts of Wāqiʿāt al-Nāṭifī, Fatāwā 
Abī Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl and Fatāwā Ahl Samarqand.4 Similarly, Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, 
along with Samarqandī’s two works, also sourced from the Wāqiʿāt and Ajnās of Nāṭifī, Fatāwā 
Abī Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl, Fatāwā Ahl Samarqand, Gharīb al-Riwāya of Muḥammad 
ibn Aḥmad ibn Ḥamza known as Sayyid Abū Shujāʿ,5 the Fatāwā of Marghīnānī’s teacher ʿ Umar 
ibn Muḥammad Abū Ḥafṣ Najm al-Dīn al-Nasafī (d. 537/1142), Al-Fatāwā al-Ṣughrā of another 
teacher Ṣadr al-Shahīd ʿUmar ibn ʿAbd al-ʿAzīz Burhān al-A’imma (d. 536/1142), commentaries 
of some extensive works, and others.6
The influence of Samarqandī’s works on the later fiqh works
The influence of Samarqandī’s works was not restricted to the works of these earlier centuries. 
They became more popular and began to be cited in the mutūn, commentaries and other works. 
In the following, I look at some of these works and determine the influence that Samarqandī’s 
works have had on them.
The mutūn (concise text) are based on brevity and so do not normally cite many authorities, 
but focus on presenting only the authoritative doctrines. Therefore, other than the founding 
imams, only a few others are cited where necessary. Samarqandī’s name appears in some of these 
mutūn and even more in the commentaries and larger fatwā works, wherein the earlier scholars 
are extensively quoted and their opinions discussed in detail.
For instance, ʿ Alā’ al-Dīn al-Samarqandī (d. around 540/1145) cites Samarqandī in his Tuḥfat 
al-Fuqahā’ at least once even though it is a relatively shorter text than the others below.7 Marghīnānī 
(d. 593/1196) cites him at least five times in his celebrated and concise text, the Hidāya. Most 
of his citations from Samarqandī are in support of a particular opinion8 or even as a source for 
Samarqandī’s works without citing his sources. Abū Jaʿfar, most likely referring to Samarqandī’s teacher Hinduwānī, 
is cited at least five times in the Mabsūṭ (see 1:93, 3:107, 128, 196, 198). Some of the other later authorities cited in the 
Mabsūṭ are Jaṣṣāṣ (7:76) and Karkhī (1:167, 197, 2:6, 169, 195). Furthermore, although Sarakhsī was originally from 
Sarakhs and resided in Bukhārā, he was buried in Balkh (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 336). He could have been introduced to 
Samarqandī’s works then, but it may have been after completing his work and toward the end of his life.
1 As mentioned several times before, Samarqandī’s Nawāzil is considered the first work on nawāzil and wāqiʿāt. See 
Lakhnawī, Al-Nāfiʿ al-Kabīr, pp. 17–19; Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Sharḥ ʿUqūd Rasm al-Muftī, pp. 9–13 and Radd al-Muḥtār, p. 47.
2 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:11, 22, 703.
3 See Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1606.
4 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1998.
5 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1207.
6 For a discussion on all these sources, see Muḥammad Amīn Makkī’s introduction to Al-Tajnīs wa ’l-Mazīd, pp. 
56–62.
7 Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad Abū Bakr ʿ Alā’ al-Dīn al-Samarqandī, Tuḥfat al-Fuqahā’, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyaa 
2nd Ed. (1414/1994), 1:74.
8 See Burhān al-Dīn ʿAlī ibn Abī Bakr al-Marghīnānī, Al-Hidāya fī Sharḥ Bidāyat al-Mubtadī, Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ 
al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, n.d., 1:234, 3:130, 154, 4:381.
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the opinions of Abū Ḥanīfa himself.1 ʿAbdullāh ibn Maḥmūd al-Mawṣilī (d. 683/1284) does not 
cite him in his concise Mukhtār but does so at least twelve times in his commentary Al-Ikhtiyār, 
citing the ʿUyūn and Nawāzil as his source for certain rulings.2 In Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad Ibn 
al-Shiḥna al-Ḥalabī’s (d. 882/1477) Lisān al-Ḥukkām fī Maʿrifat al-Aḥkām, Samarqandī is cited 
more than twenty times, mostly for his opinion on an issue or for his preference of an opinion.3 
Similar is the case with Abū Bakr al-Ḥaddādī’s (d. 800/1397) Al-Jawharat al-Nayyira, where 
Samarqandī is quoted over twenty times.4 Ḥasan ibn ʿAmmār al-Shurunbulālī (d. 1069/1658) 
may have not quoted him in his shorter Nūr al-Īḍāḥ, but certainly has in its commentary Marāqī 
’l-Falāḥ, at least five times.5 ʿAbd al-Ghanī al-Maydānī (d. 1298/1880) cites him at least six times 
in his shorter commentary on Qudūrī’s Mukhtaṣar called the Lubāb.6
When it comes to larger works he is cited many more times. He is cited countless times in 
Kāsānī’s (d. 587/1191) Badā’iʿ al-Ṣanā’iʿ,7 Qāḍīkhān al-Ūzjandī’s (d. 592/1196) Fatāwā Qāḍīkhān,8 
Burhān al-Dīn al-Bukhārī’s (d. 616/1219) Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī,9 Bābartī’s (d. 786/1384) Al-ʿInāya 
Sharḥ al-Hidāya,10 ʿ Aynī’s (d. 855/1451) Al-Bināya Sharḥ al-Hidāya,11 Ibn al-Humām’s (d. 861/1456) 
commentary on the Hidāya called Fatḥ al-Qadīr,12 both in Ibn Nujaym’s (d. 970/1562) Al-Baḥr 
al-Rā’iq13 and in Ibn ʿ Ābidīn’s (d. 1252/1836) gloss on it called Minḥat al-Khāliq,14 Abū Muḥammad 
al-Baghdādī’s (d. 1030/1620) Majmaʿ al-Ḍamānāt,15 Shalabī’s (d. 1021/1610) gloss on Zaylaʿī’s 
(d. 743/1342) Tabyīn al-Ḥaqā’iq,16 Shaykhīzādeh’s (d. 1078/1667) Majmaʿ al-Anhur,17 and in Ibn 
ʿĀbidīn’s (d. 1252/1836) Radd al-Muḥtār on Ḥaṣkafī’s (d. 1088/1677) Al-Durr al-Mukhtār.18
As I have shown, every larger Ḥanafī fiqh text from after the sixth century which I have 
1 Ibid., 4:299.
2 See ʿAbdullāh ibn Maḥmūd al-Mawṣilī, Al-Ikhtiyār li Taʿlīl al-Mukhtār, Cairo: Maṭbaʿa al-Ḥalabī (1356/1937), 
2:61 and 4:30, and for where his name is cited without source, see 1:55, 119, 2:61, 113, 152, 3:132, 4:30, 58, 59, 60, 63, 68.
3 See Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad Ibn al-Shiḥna al-Ḥalabī, Lisān al-Ḥukkām fī Maʿrifat al-Aḥkām, Cairo: Muṣṭafā 
al-Bābī al-Ḥalabī, 2nd Ed (1393/1973), pp. 250, 251, 256, 310, 321, 322, 405, 415, 421. He quotes from the Nawāzil on p. 347.
4 See Abū Bakr ibn ʿAlī al-Ḥaddādī al-Zabīdī, Jawharat al-Nayyira ʿalā Mukhtaṣar al-Qudūrī, Cairo: Al-Maṭbaʿa 
al-Khayriyya, 1st Ed (1322/1904), 1:52, 53, 57, 199, 256, 264, 309, 371, 2: 32, 73, 235, 276, 286.
5 See Ḥasan ibn ʿ Ammār al-Shurunbulālī, Marāqī ’l-Falāḥ Sharḥ Matn Nūr al-Īḍāḥ, Beirut: Al-Maktaba al-ʿAṣriyya, 
1st Ed. (1425/2005), pp. 35, 43, 82, 142, 143, 227.
6 See ʿAbd al-Ghanī al-Ghunaymī al-Maydānī, Al-Lubāb fī Sharḥ al-Kitāb, Beirut: Al-Maktaba al-ʿIlmiyya, n.d., 
1:65, 2:23, 139, 3:50, 103, 105.
7 See Kāsānī, Badā’iʿ al-Ṣanā’iʿ, 1:19, 87, 132, 209, 2:100, 173, 3:90, 140, 146, 4:24, 5:148.
8 See Fatāwā Qāḍīkhān, 1:41, 71, 273, 338, 2:427, 470, 3:108, 168, 181, 253.
9 Burhān al-Dīn Maḥmūd al-Bukhārī, Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:45, 188, 360, 467, 493, 2:67, 327, 391, 3:15, 17, 64, 
122, 349, 4:281, 282, 312, 492, 7:485, 595.
10 Bābartī, Al-ʿInāya, 1:113, 290, 461, 3:221, 4:209, 372, 5: 28, 101, 195, 277, 6:164, 218, 425, 508, 7:171, 469, 8:160, 
279, 9:411, 511, 10:318, 432, 499, 502. 
11 ʿAynī, Al-Bināya, 1:324, 648, 652, 2:541, 3:241, 3:499, 5:191, 6:92, 167, 8:106.
12 Ibn al-Humām, Fatḥ al-Qadīr, 1:62, 113, 169, 191, 2:336, 3:149, 245, 267, 314, 4:60, 295, 318, 5: 107, 124, 131, 138, 
275, 329, 491.
13 Ibn al-Nujaym, Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq, 1:80, 311, 336, 2:47, 68, 100, 3:192, 197.
14 Ibn ʿĀbidīn al-Shāmī, Minḥat al-Khāliq ʿalā ’l-Baḥr al-Rā’iq, Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al-Islāmī (printed below 
Al-Baḥr al-Rā’iq), 1:82, 198, 254, 2:68, 3:277, 4:169.
15 Abū Muḥammad Ghānim ibn Muḥammad al-Baghdādī, Majmaʿ al-Ḍamānāt, Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al-Islāmī, 
n.d., pp. 32, 33, 42, 54, 70, 80, 131, 138, 192, 198, 268, 287, 291, 406, 420, 450.
16 Shihāb al-Dīn Aḥmad ibn Muḥammad al-Shalabī, Ḥāshiyāt al-Shalabī ʿalā Tabyīn al-Ḥaqā’iq Sharḥ Kanz 
al-Daqā’iq, Cairo: Al-Maṭbaʿa al-Kubrā al-Amīriyya, 1st Ed. (1313/1895), 1:202, 33, 106, 159, 202, 327, 2: 143, 156, 214, 
3:39, 47, 81, 99, 3:131, 137, 161, 187, 210, 304, 330, 4:38, 50, 77, 81, 292.
17 ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥammad Dāmād Effendi Shaykhīzādeh, Majmaʿ al-Anhur fī Sharḥ Multaqā ’l-Abḥur, 
Beirut: Dār Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-ʿArabī, n.d., 1:43, 82, 238, 242, 401, 428, 553, 566, 758, 2:77, 78, 349, 515, 536.
18 Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:131, 207, 349, 438, 607, 660, 2:38, 78, 315, 333, 410, 163, 3:49, 56, 153, 281, 295, 
560, 608, 734, 4:302, 418, 490, 5:221, 235, 296, 447, 6:142, 340, 361.
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consulted cites him. The citations across these famous works of the school are indicative of the 
sheer popularity and acceptance of and reliance on his transmissions, opinions and preferences 
within the school.
Case study
It would be too lengthy to analyse the citations in them all but I take three texts and study in 
detail how they cite Samarqandī and what role his works play in them. I have selected the early 
7/13th–century Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, the 9/15th–century Bināyā on the Hidāya and the more 
recent mid-13/19th–century Radd al-Muḥtār. They have been chosen more or less at random, the 
Muḥīṭ because it is the earlier extensive work, as compared to the Badā’iʿ and Tātārkhāniyya; the 
Bināya from two and half centuries later, and the Radd al-Muḥtār, which is probably the most 
consulted book for fatwā in recent times.1
Most of the quotations in the three are from Samarqandī directly and do not cite the title of 
his work. This suggests a tradition of trust in a jurist’s name, without the need to cite the source 
work. When the source is cited, it tends to be his Nawāzil,2 ʿUyūn al-Masā’il,3 Fatāwā,4 Sharḥ 
al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr,5 Nukat al-Waṣāyā,6 and even his Tanbīh al-Ghāfilīn.7 At times, the exact chapter 
of the book is also given, like Aymān al-Fatāwā,8 or Nikāḥ al-Fatāwā.9
The nature of the quotes in these works can be categorized as follows:
  He is cited simply for his opinion on an issue. This is probably the commonest reason through-
out. For instance, ʿAynī has, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth states in his Kitāb al-ʿUyūn that a sem-
inally defiled person should not recite a complete verse but it is permitted to read less than 
this.”10 Ibn ʿ Ābidīn has, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth states in his Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ that if a person acts 
as a guide to a blind person and the blind person treads on and kills someone, the guide will 
not be liable because the blind person can himself be held liable.”11
  He is cited for his transmissions of the opinions of the earlier jurists. For instance, “The jurist 
Abū ’l-Layth relates that Abū Yūsuf said in his Amālī that (in the case of divorce after con-
summation), based on analogy (qiyās), the husband should be obligated to pay a dowry and a 
half, since the divorce was issued to her—half a dowry for that and a complete dowry for the 
consummation.”12 Another is, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth states in his Nawāzil that some of our 
mashā’ikh (later jurists) said ostentation cannot enter into any farḍ obligation, and this is the 
sound opinion.”13
  He is cited to provide a clarification or contextualization of a ruling of the earlier jurists. For 
1 An additional reason for their choice was their availability to me in searchable electronic format.
2 See Bukhārī, Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 5:492; ʿAynī, Al-Bināya, 2:145. 6:126, 11:483; Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Radd al-Muḥtār, 
1:438, 6:426.
3 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 7:495; Al-Bināya, 1:648.
4 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:467, 3:15, 3:17, 3:122; Al-Bināya, 5:682.
5 See Al-Bināya, 2:539, 6:147, 12:124; Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:606.
6 See Al-Bināya, 13:400.
7 See Ibid., 12:211; Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:411.
8 See Al-Bināya, 5:650.
9 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 3:530.
10 See Al-Bināya, 1:648.
11 See Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:606.
12 See Al-Bināya, 5:632. For another example, see 5:682, 6:126.
13 See Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:426.
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instance, after relating the opinions of the founding imāms and other scholars on the imām 
of ritual prayer prolonging his rukūʿ (bowing posture) for the sake of a latecomer, the author 
of the Muḥīṭ Bukhārī says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth states that if the imām recognizes the 
latecomer he should not wait for him, because that resembles inclination toward him (while 
in prayer), and if he does not recognize him then there is no problem with waiting as that 
would constitute assisting someone in obedience.”1 Also, “If a person marries a woman on the 
basis that her father had the right of refusal (khiyār), the marriage is valid but not the right of 
refusal. However, if he says, ‘I marry you if my father is happy,’ the marriage itself is invalid.” 
Samarqandī clarifies that this is because he has made the marriage contingent on something 
unknown and this cannot be so.2 Furthermore, Ibn ʿĀbidīn relates an opinion of Ibn Muqātil, 
who says that, as with circumcision, a man can remove hair from another’s pubic area using a 
depilatory as long as he averts his gaze. Ibn ʿĀbidīn then says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth clarifies 
that this is only in the case of need and not otherwise.”3
  He is cited to provide an extrapolation from an earlier jurist’s opinion. Bukhārī discusses in de-
tail the issue of Friday prayer outside city limits. He then states, “It is mentioned in the Fatāwā 
of Abū ’l-Layth that on the basis of Abū Bakr [al-Iskāf ]’s opinion, Friday prayer would not 
be permitted outside of a city if the place is totally separated from the general inhabitation.”4
  He is cited to provide preference (tarjīḥ) of one opinion over another. For instance, Bukhārī, 
after discussing the various opinions on whether a land tax (ʿushr) is applied to someone who 
gathers produce from a piece of land that does not belong to anyone, says, “The jurist Abū 
’l-Layth states, ‘Ḥasan’s opinion is preferable to us [that there will be no tax on it].’”5
  He is cited in support of the most correct (aṣaḥḥ) opinion or to show which opinion is most 
correct.6 For instance, Bukhārī discusses the various opinions regarding cleansing oneself after 
urination, whether it is necessary to use water or if dried clay suffices. Then he says, “This 
opinion is the most correct one, and it is the opinion of the jurist Abū ’l-Layth.”7 Furthermore, 
ʿAynī, after discussing the opinions on whether consuming fat nullifies the fast and whether 
an expiation (kaffāra) is also necessary, says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth said, ‘In my opinion, the 
most correct opinion with regard to [consuming] fat is that [an expiation] is necessary.’”8
  He is cited in support of an opinion being the stronger one. For instance, it is related that 
Ḥasan ibn Ziyād would consider wheat and fat to become impure if something impure were 
admixed in it, while Muḥammad ibn Muqātil would say it would not until its taste changed. 
Bukhārī then says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth states that this [Ibn Muqātil’s opinion] is what we 
have adopted.”9
  He is cited to show opposition to another opinion. For instance, a person imposes on a fasting 
person to eat and swears that his wife will be divorced if he does not. What should the fasting 
1 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:360.
2 Ibid., 3:15.
3 See Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:382. For other examples, see 6:51, 4:345; Al-Bināya, 2:145; Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 3:213.
4 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 2:67.
5 Ibid., 2:327. For another example, see Radd al-Muḥtār, 5:697.
6 For aṣaḥḥ and ṣaḥīḥ, see Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Sharḥ ʿUqūd, pp. 31–32; Hallaq, Authority, Continuity, and Change in 
Islamic Law, pp. 133–146.
7 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:45; Al-Bināya, 1:652.
8 See Al-Bināya, 4:52.
9 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 1:188. In some places it is, “This is preferred by the jurist Abū ’l-Layth,” Ibid., 3:110.
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person do? Bukhārī says that according to Khalaf ibn Ayyūb, it is still not appropriate for him 
to nullify his fast, while the jurist Abū ’l-Layth said it is better for him to forego the fast and 
make it up later.”1 Furthermore, Ibn ʿ Ābidīn discusses whether it is obligatory for a person (of a 
village) to perform the Friday prayer when visiting a town or city. He quotes a number of opin-
ions on when it becomes necessary and then says “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth said, ‘It would not 
be binding at all’ and this is also the preference of Qāḍīkhān.”2 In another place, Ibn ʿĀbidīn 
comments on Ḥaṣkafī’s opinion that the follower’s prayer is nullified if he follows the imām 
into a prostration of forgetfulness and then it turns out that no mistake had been made. He 
says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth said, ‘In our time it would not be nullified because ignorance [of 
this issue] is dominant among the reciters.’”3
  He is cited for an opinion of the Balkhī scholars in contrast to the opinion of other jurists. For 
instance, is it permissible to hire a porter with his animal to carry a load in exchange for a meas-
ure from the load. ʿAynī relates that the hiring contract would be vitiated but then adds, “The 
jurist Abū ’l-Layth said, ‘This is the opinion of the earlier scholars (mutaqaddimīn), while 
scholars of Balkh like Naṣr ibn Yaḥyā and Muḥammad ibn Salama permitted it.”4
  He is cited to show which opinion of the imāms in an issue is deserving of fatwās being issued 
on it. For instance, with regard to when the paternity of a child is established in case of a viti-
ated marriage, a number of opinions are presented by Bukhārī. He then says, “The jurist Abū 
’l-Layth states, ‘The fatwā is on the opinion of Muḥammad.’”5
  He is cited in support of a particular ruling and then another scholar’s opinion is cited to 
support his. For instance, in the issue about whether a person’s oath will break if he swears that 
such-and-such would happen to his wife (e.g., divorce) if she enters the home of a particular 
person, what would happen if she enters after the person’s death? Bukhārī discusses the various 
opinions on it and then says, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth said it will not break and Ṣadr al-Shahīd 
said that the fatwā is on the opinion of Abū ’l-Layth’”6
  His opinion is cited and then adopted by the author. For instance, Bukhārī cites the opinion 
of Hinduwānī that the attendant in a public bath house is not liable for lost clothing that has 
been entrusted to him even if he has been warned of his liability. He says that the jurist Abū 
’l-Layth also adopted this opinion and that “we also issue fatwās on the same opinion.”7
  He is even cited for his transmission of a ḥadīth narration. For instance, with regard to a ḥadīth 
prohibiting that a ritual daily prayer be performed more than once (without excuse), ʿAynī 
cites Samarqandī’s Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr, saying, “The jurist Abū ’l-Layth said that this nar-
ration is transmitted from ʿAbdullāh ibn Masʿūd, Zayd ibn Thābit and others”8
The above reveals the level of reliance the jurists of the school have had on Samarqandī’s jurispru-
dence. Ibn ʿ Ābidīn states in his Sharḥ ʿ Uqūd that where no transmission from the imāms is found 
on an issue nor a consensus of later scholars, then “what the majority agree on among the well-
1 Ibid., 2:390.
2 See Radd al-Muḥtār, 2:163.
3 Ibid., 1:599.
4 See Al-Bināya, 10:296.
5 See Al-Muḥīṭ al-Burhānī, 3:122.
6 Ibid., 4:265. For another example, see 4:319.
7 Ibid., 7:595. Another is where ʿAynī says “Precaution is in what Abū ’l-Layth has preferred,” (Al-Bināya, 2:130).
8 See Al-Bināya, 2:539.
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known elect jurists, such as Abū Ḥafṣ, Abū Jaʿfar [al-Hinduwānī], Abū ’l-Layth [al-Samarqandī] 
and Ṭaḥāwī, it should be preferred.”1
Conclusion
Although Samarqandī’s work was the first in the nawāzil genre, I have shown its lasting impact 
on nearly all the fiqh works after it. His compilation of the fatwās of the prominent Balkhī and 
other jurists of the centuries after Shaybānī has been accepted as a highly beneficial and reliable 
record. I determined that although he may have transmitted from some written sources like the 
books of Shaybānī, much of his transmission was oral, an accepted practice seen throughout. 
He enhanced his transmissions with his valuable comments, clarifications and preferences and 
presented it as a systematically arranged and cohesively formatted resource. Therefore, scholars 
from the 5/11th century like Nāṭifī to the more recent Ibn ʿĀbidīn and Maydānī made use of his 
works. I have shown that nearly all the larger fiqh texts I reviewed cite him for his transmissions, 
opinions, differences, clarifications, extrapolations, preferences and validations such that many 
of the shorter works also cite him. Furthermore, I have observed that the majority would cite 
Samarqandī as an authority and did not always see the need to state their source. My study has 
also concluded that although the majority of Islamic scholarship has permitted the juridical 
exercise of dealing with hypothetical scenarios, the majority of rulings found in fiqh works issued 
from real-life problems and were responses to challenges people experienced. Finally, I believe 
that Samarqandī realized the goal he set out to achieve through the Nawāzil and its sister work 
ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, namely to be a resource for later jurists.
1 Ibn ʿĀbidīn, Sharḥ ʿUqūd, p. 26. There are opinions though in the Nawāzil, which are no longer considered the 
muftā bihī opinions. For instance, compare opinion on the validity of divorce issued while intoxicated with drugs, 
Nawāzil, fol. 39 with Radd al-Muḥtār, 3:240; on how much of the face and arms needs to be wiped for the validity of 
tayammum, fol. 20 with Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:237; on how many expiations (kaffāra) are required for purposely breaking 
fasts in two separate Ramaḍāns, fol. 66 with Radd al-Muḥtār, 6:734.
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Chapter 5
M a n uscr ipts of t h e N awāz i l 
a n d t h is Cr it ica l Edit ion
Many manuscript copies of the Nawāzil exist in various libraries around the world. The author’s 
autograph copy or any that purports to have been collated or emended of the author’s original 
text is not found. However, various valuable manuscripts of this book have been found, and of 
the several copies we were able to acquire, the earliest four have been chosen to produce this 
critical edition. Hereunder is a description of the most important manuscripts of the Nawāzil:
 1. Institute of Oriental Studies in Sarajevo, copied 413/1023.1 I contacted the Oriental In-
stitute in Sarajevo by telephone in December 2009 about this manuscript and was advised 
to email them the details. However, I was warned that the manuscript may no longer exist. 
A few days later I received the following response: “I have checked the availability of the 
manuscript with our co-workers and I am sorry to inform you that this manuscript was 
burnt together with 5000 others in 1992. I hope that you will find a copy of it in some oth-
er library or institute.”2 If the catalogue entry is accurate, this manuscript was copied only 
forty years after the author’s death and is most likely the oldest recorded.
 2. MS Jāmiʿa Malik Saud, 5024. In the comparison, I refer to this as copy alif (أ). This man-
uscript consists of 195 folios, each page of which contains 30 lines of 19–20 words. The 
script is untidy due to what seems to be hasty copying, and it provides some difficulty in 
reading. The top halves of the folios are stained, possibly by moisture, though the writing 
can still be made out. The first folio comprises a contents and records the title as what 
appears to say Kitāb al-Nawāzil wa ’l-Fatāwā along with the author’s name. The colophon 
states that it was completed in Shaʿbān 531/1137 by “Muḥammad Abū ’l-Asfār ibn Muḥam-
mad al-Naqhsbandī al-Ṭālaqānī al-Daylamī.” The scribe states that he copied it from “the 
manuscript of “the qaḍī and imām ʿAbd al-Ṣamad ibn Saʿd ibn ʿAbd al-Ṣamad ibn Yūsuf al-
Qādī al-Ṭālaqānī al-Jazalī,”3 which he says contained errors. He adds that he was unable to 
1 Pet starih manuskripata iz zbirke Orijentalnog Instituta u Sarajevu. (Five old manuscripts from the collection of 
the Institute of Oriental Studies in Sarajevo.) By Salih Trako. Prilozi za Orijentalnu Filologiju, 27, 1977, pp. 247–275. 
Deals with the following works: Al-Jamiʿ al-Saghir by Shaybānī, copied in 549/1154; Commentary on Al-Jami by Al-ʿAt-
tabi, copied 613/1216; Al-Nawazil by al-Samarqandi, copied 413/1023; Mukhtalaf al-Riwaya by Muhammad al-Sinhaji, 
654/1256—it is believed that this MS is an autograph—and Fatawa ’l-Khassa by Al-Khwarizmi, copied 625/1228. See 
Muhamed Zdralovic, “Bosnia-Herzegovina” (compiled 1991), World Survey of Islamic Manuscripts, Vol. 1. General 
Editor: Geoffrey Roper. London: Al-Furqan Islamic Heritage Foundation, 1992, pp. 87–110.
2 Email correspondence between Dženita Karić of the Orijentalni institute and this writer on 10/12/2009.
3 Unfortunately, we were unable to locate either of these names in the sources we consulted. There is a ṣūfī by the 
name of Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Ṭālaqānī mentioned by Ḥamawī whose name and father’s 
name matches that of the scribe who was also a ṣūfī as indicated by the designation of Naqshbandī in his name (see 
Muʿjam al-Buldān, 4:7). Ṭālaqān is located between Balkh and Marw al-Rūz (Ibid. 4:6), so it was close to the author’s 
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compare it with the original but says that “if God gives me life I will compare it and revise it 
with other manuscripts.”1 This does not appear to have been accomplished, since there are 
no notes showing it was done, nor are there emendations made in the margins despite the 
many obvious transcription errors and dropped words in its body. This is the earliest of the 
copies I have acquired. It has therefore been used for my  critical edition, but primarily due 
to its age value, though in places it does contribute to a superior reading. I have not made 
it my base (umm) due to the copious errors in it, including many omitted phrases and even 
full sentences, likely due to a scribal tendency called homoioteleuton. This is when similar 
words or expressions appear in a paragraph and the words in between are skipped, indicat-
ing that the scribe hastily wrote the copy without concentrating on the meaning, jumping 
from one word or expression to the next similar one.2 There are instances when words are 
inadvertently repeated,3 and a frequent indiscriminate use of masculine verbs for feminine 
nouns and confusion between singular, dual and plural pronouns.4 There are small marks 
within the text, especially where there are errors, which may have been indicators to notes 
in the margins or for the copyist or later owner’s personal record. Due to the existence of 
stray marks on some page edges, it appears that some part of the outer margins may have 
been cropped or worn through and therefore any marginal notes or corrections that may 
have been there have been lost.
 3. MS Fātiḥ Library, Istanbul, 2352. I refer to this copy as my  aṣl (base). The first folio records 
the title of the work as Kitāb al-Fatāwī min Aqāwīl al-Mashā’ikh fī ’l-Aḥkām al-Sharʿiyya 
and has the author’s full name. The name of the original owner who is also the copyist 
appears in large script on this opening folio with a declaration that he copied it for him-
self. There are the unintelligible names of at least five subsequent owners in variant scripts, 
showing it to have been a well-used copy. However, it appears to be in good condition with 
the normal signs of wear and tear throughout. It is a clearly written two-volume copy, each 
volume consisting of 196 folios, each page of which contains 21 lines of roughly 14–15 
words. The colophon at the end of the first volume states that it was completed on the 5th 
of Jumādā ’l-Ūlā 619/1222 just outside Damascus at the Madrasa of the Greater Ṭawāshī 
Shibl al-Dawla Kāfūr5 at Mount Qāsiyūn.6 The name of the copyist is given again as “ʿUmar 
ibn Bilāl ibn Ibrāhīm ibn Muḥammad ibn Mulhim ibn Shamāyil al-Ḥanafī al-Naṣībīnī.” 
It further adds in the handwriting of the copyist, who appears to be a student of jurispru-
dence or even a teacher at the madrasa, “I compared [it] with the one needy of his Lord’s 
mercy ʿĪsā ibn ʿImrān al-Ḥanafī (may Allah forgive him, his parents, and all the Muslims), 
place of residence and does not reveal much about the wider spread of the Nawāzil during the early 6/12th century, 
when this manuscript was copied.
1 This indicates that the original (most likely, the author’s autograph copy) may have been difficult for him to 
access, but there were other intermediate copies in circulation. This also demonstrates that the work had at least spread 
by then to the towns surrounding Balkh.
2 For instance, see notes in my critical edition, Nawāzil, fols. 35, 38, 50, 51, 94, 95, 96.
3 For instance, see notes in my critical edition, Nawāzil, fol. 99.
4 For instance, see notes in my critical edition, Nawāzil, fols. 42, 91, 96.
5 For Kāfūr Ṭawāshī, see Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 24:234, which records his death as being in 623/1226. Similar is found 
in Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 45:164 and Al-ʿIbar, 3:190.
6 For the Madrasa and its founder, see ʿAbd al-Qādir ibn Muḥammad al-Nuʿaymī al-Dimashqī (d. 927/1520), 
Al-Dāris fī Tārīkh al-Madāris, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya. 1st Ed (1410/1990), 1:408. This also indicates that the 
Nawāzil had reached the Levant within 250 years of the author’s death.
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and this was undertaken in the Madrasa of Shibl al-Dawla (may Allah envelope him with 
His mercy).” The remainder of the space around these remarks is crammed with writing, 
mostly juridical points and ḥadīths, revealing that the copyist was an avid note-taker and 
one who made good use of available space. 
   This is the most accurate of the earlier copies I have. The main body of text is relatively 
free of errors with few emendation in the margin in the copyist’s own handwriting. The 
writing is large, legible and well-spaced, but the strokes are not well proportioned and thus 
not elegant. The end of each fatwā entry is marked with a large letter hā’ (ه) in red and helps 
navigation. I have selected this copy as my base over MS Malik Saud for its accuracy, for it 
being the second earliest and due to the copyist being a person of knowledge and thus his 
copy most closely approximating the original. Between folios 25–26, two half pages ran-
domly appear that seem to be from another work on jurisprudence and are not part of the 
Nawāzil. The script in them is different and the text of the Nawāzil from folio 25 to 26 is 
uninterrupted. The last few folios, including any colophon, is unfortunately missing from 
the second volume.
 4. MS Murād Mullā, Istanbul, 1179. I refer to this as copy mīm (م). It consists of 179 folios 
and is dated 717/1317. Each page consists of approximately 27 lines of at least 20 words 
each. The opening page has the title as Kitāb al-Nawāzil along with the author’s name. 
There is also a comment about Samarqandī’s ʿUyūn al-Masā’il which is not fully intelligi-
ble along with the names of some owners. The colophon does not reveal the name of the 
copyist but states that it was completed on Saturday 11th of Jumādā al-Ukhrā 717 ah. The 
script is legible and easy to read due to the contrasting thick and thin strokes, but too many 
words are crammed into the very wide lines. The first word of each entry is in red, aiding 
navigation. There are at least a few emendations in the margins of each folio, but not all 
in the same color or handwriting, indicating different times and different people. Where 
some words have been smudged in the body or are unclear they are written in the margin 
after the word bayān. There are some comments, such as a short biography of Ibn Shujāʿ 
al-Thaljī1 and a quote from Majmaʿ al-Fatāwā.2 After every few folios, there are the words 
balaghat al-muqābala (“the comparison has reached [here]”), showing that it had been 
compared with another source, though there are no details as to which one. The copy is 
mostly in sound condition except at the two ends of the spine, which has sustained some 
damage and random thin tracks where the paper has been presumably eaten by worms.
 5. MS Jārullāh, Istanbul, 960. I refer to this as copy jīm (ج). It consists of 245 folios, each page 
of which contains 21 lines of approximately 18 words. The opening folio conveniently con-
tains a contents page with the title Fihrist Fatāwā Nawāzil at the top but does not bear the 
author’s name. There is a random juridical note along with a few ownership declarations. 
The main one is in clear legible script. Throughout the work, there are no consistent mark-
ings to delineate the beginning or end of each fatwā entry, making them difficult to distin-
guish, with the exception of an occasional red or black line above the first word in some. 
There are seldom any corrections in the margins, although some random titles are present 
to indicate the contents of a particular entry. The first few folios contain what appears to be 
1 See fol. 2.
2 See fol. 18.
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worm damage, but it gradually diminishes as the pages progress. There is also some other 
minor damage throughout the copy, mostly on the corners and edges. The colophon states 
that it was completed by Yūsuf al-Sunbulī1 on Monday 24th of Rajab in 759/1358, which 
makes it slightly earlier than Manīsa 692.
 6. MS Manīsa, 692. This consists of 292 folios, each page of which contains 23 lines of ap-
proximately 13 words. The script is large and neat but many of the dots are missing from 
the letters. The first folio features a contents and gives the title as Kitāb al-Nawāzil with 
the author’s name. The colophon states that it was completed on Tuesday 16th Shaʿbān 
759/1358 by Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad al-Khaṭīb al-Qalqashandī.2 This copy was writ-
ten just after Jārullāh 960 in the same year, and a preliminary comparison of a few sections 
demonstrated them to be very similar with just few differences.3 Additionally, the many 
missing dots render reading difficult and potentially confusing. It was therefore not select-
ed, as its exclusion, in my  opinion, would not have detracted significantly from this critical 
edition.
 7. MS Manīsa, 689. The first volume contains 172 folios, each page of which contains 21 lines 
of 11 words. The title featured on the first folio is Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil fī ’l-Fiqh ʿalā Madh-
hab al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa (may Allāh be pleased with him) along with the author’s name. The 
colophon states that it was completed in 826/1422 but the name of the copyist is missing. 
The script is not as neat as others, and a number of corrections are found in the margins, 
along with some titles of the topics covered.
 8. MS Manīsa, 690. This consists of 376 folios, each page of which contains 19 lines of ap-
proximately 11 words. The script is large and legible. The first folio comprises a contents 
and records the title as Kitāb Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil fī ’l-Fiqh ʿalā Madhhab al-Imām Abī 
Ḥanīfa (may Allāh be pleased with him), along with the author’s name. A few corrections 
are in the margins, and the colophon states that it was completed on 17th Shawwāl by ʿAlī 
al-Ghassānī al-Husrī and dated 860/1455. Other details present are illegible.
 9. MS Kūbrulī, Aḥmad Pasha, Istanbul, 683. This consists of 366 folios, is said to have been 
completed in 1083/1672,4 and is recorded as a revised and edited copy.5 This is a more 
recent manuscript, and on a preliminary comparison, it appears to be a very close copy 
of Jārullāh 960, which is similar to Manīsa 692. This signifies that all three derive from a 
common intermediate source, or hyparchetype. This copy is one of the most elegant and 
illuminated of those listed here. The opening folio features a handsome heading in several 
colors, and the narrowly set text on each page is surrounded by a gold border with ample 
margin space all around. Each entry is distinguished in red, and the margins contain some 
topic titles. Each page consists of approximately 27 lines of 12 words in clear script. 
1 There is an unintelligible word before his name that could be his title or first name.
2 Qalqashand or Qarqashanda is located in Egypt close to Cairo, birth place of the of the famous Egyptian jurist 
Layth ibn Saʿd (d. 175/791) (see Muʿjam al-Buldān, 4:327; Al-Ansāb, 10:383, fn. 2). This indicates that by 759/1358 
Samarqandī’s work may have reached Egypt. It is also possible that the copyist may have come to Balkh.
3 For instance, see Manisa 692, fol. 2, from beginning of the introduction; fols. 5–6 from Wa su’ila Abū ’l-Qāsim 
ʿan bi’r bālūʿa ḥafarūhā to wa su’ila Abū Bakr ʿan al-mindīl alladhī yumsaḥū bihī al-mayyit; fols. 15–16 from beginning 
of Bāb al-Ḥayḍ.
4 Ballūṭ; Muʿjam Tārīkh al-Turāth al-Islāmī, p. 3835.
5 Al-Fihris al-Shāmil li ’l-Turāth al-ʿArabī al-Islāmī al-Makhṭūṭ, Al-Fiqh wa Uṣūlū, Amman: Mu’assasat Āl al-Bayt 
(1421/2000), 11:323.
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 10. MS Azhar Library, Cairo 3105/44450, Bakhīt, “Fiqh Ḥanafī.” According to the colophon, 
this copy was completed in the year 1162/1749 and consists of 225 folios with 25 lines to a 
page and each line roughly of 15 words. It is complete, without any damage, and the text is 
clear and intelligible. The first folio contains a contents, and the second is an introduction 
to the Nawāzil written possibly by the scribe with a short biography of the author. The 
biographical information is no more than that found in the popular biographical sources. 
At the bottom of the page is the name of an owner, “Sayyid Muḥammad Zakī,” and the date 
is given as 1239/1823, which is over a 170 years after it was written. The margins contain 
some emendations and a few comments. This is a recent manuscript and has been found 
on comparison to be quite different in many places to the ones used in my  critical edition. 
It appears to be somewhat “more developed,” as it runs more smoothly and consists of 
additional words and phrases in many places that seem to make the sentences flow better. 
There are some similarities with Jāmiʿa Malik Saud, 5024, which indicate that it may be a 
recension of it.
 11. MS Fayḍullāh Efendi, 995. This consists of 312 folios, each page of which contains 21 
lines of 15 words. The script is neat and legible. The title on the first folio is given simply as 
Kitāb al-Nawāzil, along with the author’s name. The colophon is missing and so its date in 
unknown. A number of corrections are found in the margins.
 12. MS Ghaydik, 17409. This undated copy consists of 264 folios, each page of which con-
tains 24 lines of 12–13 words. The script is clear and legible with the title given as Fatāwā 
al-Nawāzil along with the author’s name. A list of contents is found before the main text. 
Brief notes indicating subject matter of the entries are in the margin on the first few pages. 
There are also a number of manuscripts purported to be Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, but upon inves-
tigation they have been found to be Marghīnānī’s Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil. The following Istanbul 
manuscripts Fātiḥ 2473, Ḥusnū Pasha 448, Qāḍīzādeh 253, and Ra’īs al-Kuttāb have incorrectly 
been recorded as Samarqandī’s Nawāzil.
Manuscript comparison and editing
For my critical edition of the Nawāzil to best approximate the original, the four earliest available 
specimens have been chosen, namely, numbers 2, 3, 4, and 5 above, as they are the earliest intelligible 
and more or less complete extant manuscripts I have found. Since errors tend to accumulate, older 
manuscripts should have fewer errors, and the earlier the dating the more authentic they should be.
MS Fātiḥ 2352 has been used as the base. Utilizing the copy-text method, the main body of the 
work reflects this copy, and the differences in the other witnesses are all comprehensively collated 
to present a variorum edition that should also enable the reader to track how textual decisions 
have been made. My methodology is highlighted below.
Square brackets around any word or phrase in the main text denote variation in the other 
manuscripts, clarification of which is provided in the notes. These brackets indicate the following:
  Something missing from another copy. 
  Something recorded differently in another copy.
  Any emendations perceived necessary to the base for the grammatical or legal accuracy of the 
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text. These are made from the other copies and in some instances by myself and noted. Minor 
grammatical issues that do not render the text incomprehensible are usually left unchanged, 
especially if occurring in all the copies.
  Empty square brackets indicate additions in other manuscripts not present in the base. Howev-
er, additions considered necessary have been added within the brackets and noted accordingly. 
  Where there is a word or phrase variation within a lengthier variation, similar brackets are 
used within. However, where potentially confusing, alternate outer brackets (} {) are used to 
demarcate the lengthier variation. These alternate brackets are also used to indicate a variant 
order of entries to another copy and is noted with the words ʿaksun bayna faqratayn (“there is 
a difference between the order”).
  If the base copy contains a valid reading and a witness contains a valid variant, the base is left 
unchanged in brackets, but the variance is noted.
In summary, unless an error is present in the base, its reading is faithfully maintained, even if the 
other copies all agree on a variant rendering. If the notes are silent on the reading of any copy, its 
reading is similar to the base, as only the differences have been noted. Where I note something 
as muwāfiq li ’l-siyāq (appropriate for the context), it usually means the alternative is incorrect, 
and where I note it as awfaq li ’l-siyāq (more conducive to the context), it means it is more con-
ducive, though the alternative is not incorrect. Furthermore, corrections are restricted to a word 
or two only where absolutely necessary. In the rare instances where all four copies contain an 
incomprehensible reading and requires more than a few words to correct, it is left alone and a 
comprehensible variant is suggested in a note.
The following highlights other methodological procedures, annotations, formatting and 
stylistic changes that have been adopted in this comparison:
  All emendations found in the margins of the copies have been considered and added to the 
text, mostly without note.
  Minor linguistic issues, typos and missing dots have been corrected and mostly left unnoted.
  Words are written in their modern spellings, such as ةلاص for ةولص and ةاكز for ةوكز, even if they 
appear in their classical styles in the copies.
  The hamza has been added after the long alif where absent.
  Vowels have been added to certain words to facilitate comprehension.
  All honorifics, salutations, and other customary supplications have been retained.
  All Qur’ānic verses have been enclosed in ornamental brackets (﴾﴿) and referenced inline by 
providing the sūra name and verse number.
  Prophetic narrations are enclosed within small double parentheses (» «) and have been ref-
erenced by citing only the names of the primary collections they appear in as follows: If a 
ḥadīth occurs in the collections of Bukhārī or Muslim, only they are cited. If a narration is 
found instead in the remainder of the six canonical collections (Sunan Abī Dāwūd, al-Nasā’ī, 
al-Tirmidhī, and Ibn Māja), they are cited. If a narration is not found in them, other sources 
are cited. In all cases, though, referencing is restricted to citing the name of the collection, the 
volume and page number, and the ḥadīth number where available.
  Technical terms, group and place names have been explained.
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 Any perceived difficult or uncommon words or expressions have been defined.
  All authorities cited have been studied in a separate biographical section (appendix 2).
  All chapter and section headings are according to the base copy and are deemed sufficient; no 
new headings have been added.
  Entries have been separated and made to begin on a new line as separate paragraphs.
  The original text was unpunctuated. Punctuation has been inserted to distinguish different 
parts of the text, clauses and sentences and facilitate reading.
  Folio numbers corresponding with the base copy (Fātiḥ 2352) are given in brackets (} {) within 
the text. All references in the study are also to these folio numbers.
  Wherever a word is illegible in a manuscript, it has been noted as ghayr waḍiḥa (unclear).
Among the four manuscripts Fātiḥ 2352, which is my base, is the most accurate and contains the 
least errors, dropped words and emendations, and has undergone (what appears to be a thorough) 
comparison as per the declaration of the copyist. MS Malik Saud contains the most errors, dropped 
words and phrases, even misplaced folios, along with untidy script and grammatical problems. 
MS Murād Mullā and Jārullāh are both superior in accuracy as a whole to Malik Saud. An anal-
ysis of the differences identified in my comparison reveals that Malik Saud contains at least 2591 
unique variations with the base, while Jārullāh contains at least 1180 and Murād Mullā only 802. 
Moreover, Malik Saud and Murād Mullā share a further 460 common differences with the base, 
Malik Saud and Jārullāh 419, and Jārullāh and Murād Mullā only 106. The three, then, share 167 
differences between them to the base.
This tells us that no two copies are exactly alike, since their unique differences are much higher 
than their common differences. Malik Saud has the most differences, which supports my reasons 
for not selecting it as the base despite its earlier date. Having said that, the overwhelming majority 
of variations do not bring about significant differences in the meaning of the text so as render it 
totally confusing or invalid.
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Conclusions
In this thesis, I have produced a critical edition of an early fiqh text, the Nawāzil by Abū ’l-Layth 
al-Samarqandī. This book despite its importance has not been published before. The published 
edition of the Fatāwā al-Nawāzil attributed to Samarqandī is not his famous Nawāzil work, but 
most likely the Mukhtārāt al-Nawāzil of Marghīnānī. The availability of this incorrectly attrib-
uted published edition has been, along with some other reasons, a cause for mitigating efforts to 
work on Samarqandī’s Nawāzil.
The introductory study showed that Samarqandī is a scholar about whom very little is recorded 
in the biographical and historical sources. However, his books on various subjects have been 
quoted frequently by scholars after him, and therefore he is known more through his books than 
through personal information about himself.
Despite this dearth of data about scholars in general of Transoxiana and Khurasan, his jour-
ney for learning can be traced initially from Samarqand to the Oxus River. He is then diverted 
to Balkh to study under Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī. He appears to fall in love with the place and, 
although returning to Samarqand in between, he settles in Balkh and finally dies there and is laid 
to rest next to his teacher.
He had a number of teachers, as can be seen through the transmissions in his works, but there 
is no detailed record or study of them. I studied the identity and influence of the three main 
teachers in his life. They were the jurists Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī, Al-Khalil ibn Aḥmad and 
Muḥammad ibn Faḍl. Ibn Faḍl was elusive and difficult to identify, since there were three possible 
candidates with the same name. I determined that the earliest of the three is most likely intended, 
since he was originally from Balkh and settled in Samarqand and was also an ascetic. I identified 
at least twenty-seven other teachers or narrators. A through study of them could provide a better 
understanding of his studies and influences.
Despite his mastery in jurisprudence and his prolific writings, I are unable to find much 
detail about his students. My investigations did identify at least seven of them. I am left, though, 
with the feeling that Samarqandī was a low-key and withdrawn personality who spent his time 
focusing on his writings and teaching a small group of students and may have not been a very 
public person. Hence, he is not recorded as having any official post or judicial authority, despite 
his vast knowledge.
A review of his contemporaries showed that Samarqandī was born and lived in a time of 
widespread scholarship and development. This was under the Sāmānids, who were great patrons 
of knowledge and its people, and he had a learned father who laid the foundations for his ascet-
icism and academic pursuit.
Although a more accurate portrait can be reconstructed if more historical sources are found 
and made available from the author’s area and time, I have provided a sufficient synopsis of 
Samarqandī’s life and scholarship through what was available.
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Samarqandī wrote approximately forty-two works on a variety of subjects. He wrote at least 
eight on asceticism, seven on theology, three on the Qur’ān, eighteen in jurisprudence and six in 
other subjects. His writing was characterized by simplicity, as can also be seen from his Nawāzil, 
and he was able to present seemingly difficult ideas in a simple, lucid and succinct form. His 
main focus was jurisprudence and asceticism, and his works show how he was able to synthetize 
the two very well.
I have attempted to explain some confusion that exists in the attribution of certain manuscripts 
to him. Zaqqa, Faraj and Nāhī have discussed some of these problems with mis-attribution. I 
established that the published editions of Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya and Ta’sīs al-Fiqh are two sepa-
rate works and the Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya most likely the work of both Samarqandī and Asmandī. 
Furthermore, the Mukhtalaf al-Riwāya maybe Asmandī’s reworking of Samarqandī’ Mukhtalaf 
Bayna al-Aṣḥāb, also known as Ta’sīs al-Naẓar. However, I concluded that an in-depth and broad 
study is needed of the manuscripts of these works and Ḥaṣr al-Masā’il and the commentary of 
ʿUyūn al-Masā’il to determine the reality of the matter. A study of this should be encouraged as 
part of a more extensive study on the other extant works of Samarqandī that remain in manu-
script form.
Although Samarqandī wrote many of his books on specialized topics for students and a schol-
arly audience, his material was always laid out in a simplified way for ease of comprehension and 
possibly memorization. One of his greatest achievements is the collection and preservation of the 
fatwās of his predecessors. His expansive knowledge of the Ḥanafī corpus allowed him to identify 
a gap in the then available fiqh literature which he attempted to fill. His Nawāzil has been hailed 
as the primary source and the first and earliest comprehensive collection of fatwās of the Balkhī 
jurists. It can be concluded that had it not been for his work, these fatwās may not have reached 
the later jurists and may have been lost.
This study found that Samarqandī relied primarily on oral sources for his fiqh, even though he 
also transmitted from some written sources like the books of Shaybānī. However, oral transmis-
sion in jurisprudence was clearly an accepted practice throughout, as was seen from the methods 
of other jurists.
Scholars from the 5/11th century like Nāṭifī to the more recent Ibn ʿĀbidīn and Maydānī 
have made use of his writings. There is hardly a Ḥanafī fiqh text that does not cite him for his 
transmissions, opinions, differences, clarifications, extrapolations, preferences and validations. 
The only exception to this were some of the works of the 5/11th century, such as those of Bazdawī 
and Sarakhsī, exact reasons for which we were unable to determine, and which could form the 
subject of an independant study; however,  he has been cited by Nāṭifī of Baghdad, indicating 
that his work had reached Baghdad within a hundred years of his death.
I studied the various typologies of jurists that exist within the school and judged Samarqandī’s 
methodology and contributions in light of them. I did not find Samarqandī undertaking ijtihād 
independent of the foundational sources of sacred law. However, I did find him treating the fiqh 
material he was compiling in many different ways. He put opinions in proper perspective and 
pointed out their implications in different situations. He provided his reasoning for a jurist’s 
judgment for the benefit of his readers. He provided ways to reconcile differences between the 
imāms or other jurists and sometimes determined the preponderance of one ruling over the other. 
He revealed the ability to prefer an opinion contrary to that of one of the founding imāms. He 
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could relate the opinion of a jurist and then show whether or not it was in conformance with 
the opinion of the founding imāms, demonstrating that he knew their jurisprudence very well. 
He also cited some explanation, rationale or analogy behind many of the ruling he compiled. He 
attempted to alleviate uncertainties and questions that he perceived might arise on some opinions 
and qualified where certain rulings had a specific application and could not be taken as general 
and applying to all cases.
Hence, Samarqandī possessed the ability to make tarjīḥ, tashrīḥ and even takhrīj on the earlier 
opinions and did not merely compile them. However, he did not establish any new principles or 
maxims and did not appear to dispute with one of the founding imāms in their principles. The 
study judged him to be at least among the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level four) in Ibn Kamāl’s classification, 
the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level three) in Kafawī’s classification, a mujtahid fi ’l-madhhab (level three) 
in Ibn Ḥajar al-Makkī’s classification, among the aṣḥāb al-tarjīḥ in Abū Zahra’s classification and 
the aṣḥāb al-takhrīj (level four) in Naqīb’s classification.
This study concluded that although the majority of Islamic scholarship has permitted the 
juridical exercise of entertaining hypothetical scenarios, the majority of rulings found in fiqh 
works issued from real-life problems and were a response to challenges people experienced. 
I argued for the sufficiency of the nawāzil and fatwā process in dealing with the fiqh of both 
minorities and majorities wherever they are found. I analysed some of the conflicting opinions 
on both sides of the debate over the validity of establishing a special “minority fiqh” and revealed 
that it does not appear to be a clear and real difference but more a semantic one. However, the 
real difference is most likely about the extent of the application of certain concessions to some 
situations. 
Finally, I can conclude that the goal Samarqandī set out to achieve through the Nawāzil and its 
sister work ʿUyūn al-Masā’il, that it be a resource for later jurists, has certainly been realized. My 
study of three texts from different centuries showed how he has left an indelible mark on posterity.
I believe, though, that a lot more work can be done in certain areas. A study is needed to deter-
mine the genesis of the terms ẓāhir al-riwāya and nawādir as applied to Shaybānī’s juridical legacy.
Samarqandī’s works that have not yet been made available need to be studied. This will grant 
jurists access to more of the foundational works that were used by later jurists and help to better 
determine the development of Ḥanafī jurisprudence during the 3/9th and 4/10th centuries. Works 
of his such as the Nukat al-Waṣāyā and Sharḥ al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr have often been quoted and could 
be of benefit to researchers if they were also made available and studied.
Furthermore, a study into all his extant works is encouraged to reveal more details about his life 
and scholarship. A separate study, as stated earlier, needs to be undertaken of the twenty-seven or 
so scholars we find Samarqandī has transmitted from to reveal more about him and his pursuit of 
knowledge and their impact on him. A study is also in order to determine which of the opinions 
propounded in the Nawāzil differ with the accepted opinions of the later Ḥanafī school. More 
focus is required in unearthing and studying the biographical and historical works of Khurasan 
and Transoxiana that have not been hitherto made available. I believe that it can provide a rich 
resource for the understanding of the scholarship of these areas from which came many talented 
and productive scholars.
Part Two
Arabic Text of  
Samarqandī’s Nawāzil 




باب	الطهارات	 	 	 	 411
باب	الاستنجاء	 	 	 	 451
باب	المسح	على	الخفين	 	 	 651
باب	التيمم	 	 	 	 851
باب	الحيض	 	 	 	 161
باب	الصلاة	 	 	 	 661
بقية	من	باب	الصلاة	 	 	 181
باب	سجود	التلاوة	وسجدتي	السهو	 	 022
باب	آخر	في	الصلاة	 	 	 322
032 1 xidneppA
كتاب الزكاة	 	 	 	 132
باب	آخر	في	الزكاة	 	 	 542
بقية	من	باب	الزكاة	 	 	 842
باب	الصوم	 	 	 	 052
باب	آخر	في	الصوم	 	 	 952
باب	صدقة	الفطر	 	 	 	 162
باب	الحج	 	 	 	 462
باب	أداء	الحج	 	 	 	 672
باب	النكاح	 	 	 	 282
بقية	من	باب	النكاح	 	 	 803









أما	 بعد:	 فإني	 -	 لما	 رأيت	 الأئمة	 في	 الدين	 وعلمائنا	 [المتقدمين]11	 أبا	 حنيفة	 [النعمان]21	 بن	 ثابت،	 وأبا	 يوسف	












































































































































































































































وسئل	 أبو	 القاسم	عن	 أرض	 أصابتها	 نجاسة	وجفت	 وذهب	 أثرها	 ثم	 أصابها	 الماء،	 [أتعود]5  النجاسة؟	 قال:	
[في	نفسي]6	من	طهارتها	بالجفوف	شيء،	وأما	أصحابنا	[فيقولون]:7	أنها	[تطهر]8	إذا	جفت،	والقياس	 أنه	إذا	طهر	

































































































































































وذكر	عن	أبي	يوسف	[أنه]1	قال:	 إذا	[وقع]2	في	 البئر	حمار	أو	كلب	[وأخرج]3	حًيا	أو	ميًتا	[]4	ينزح	ماء	 البئر	
كله،	وإن	كانت	شاة	فأخرجت	حية	فليس	ينزح	من	البئر	شيء،	وإن	كان	سنورا	فأخرج	حًيا	فإنه	ينزح	منها	دلاء	نحوا	
من	 [عشر]5	 [أو]6	 أكثر،	 والماء	 الذي	 [أخرج]	 من	 البئر	 [أكره	 أن	 يبل]7  به	 الطين	 فيطين	 به	 [مسجدا	 أو	سطحه	 أو	
أرضه].8












































































[نجاسته]1	 أبًدا،	 وسئل	 أبو	 بكر	 عن	 الماء	 إذا	 [وقع]2	 [في]3	 الخمر	 ثم	 [صار]4	 خلا،	 قال:	 هو	 نجس،	 قال	 الفقيه:	








































الجنابة]1	 وبقي	 بين	 أسنانه	شيء	 لم	 يصبه	 الماء	 فإنه	 يجزيه،2	 وإذا	 عجنت	 المرأة	 وبقي	 العجين	 بين	 [أظفارها]3	 [فإنه	
لا]4	 تجوز	 الصلاة	 معه،	 وأما	 الدرن	 [الذي]5	 بين	 الأظفار	 []6	 [[يتولد]7	 من	 هناك	 فلا	 يكلف	 إيصال	 الماء	 تحته]8 
[إذا	 اغتسل	 الرجل	 [و]9	 المرأة	 [وفي	 الأظافير	 وسخ]01	 جاز	 ذلك]11  ][.21	 قال	 [أبو	 الليث]:31	 وقد	 قال	 بعض	
الناس:	[إن]41	كان	الرجل	قروًيا	[جاز]،51	و[إن]61	كان	مدنًيا	لا	يجوز،	لأن	القروي	يكون	بين	أظفاره	طين	والطين	
[يتجاوزه]71	الماء،	وأما	المدني	فيكون	فيه	دسومة	فلا	يصل	الماء	تحته.
























































































































































































































































































وسئل	 [أبو	 جعفر]3  ][4	 عن	 [رجل]5	 رعف	 أو	 سال	 عن	 جرحه	 الدم	 [ولم]6	 ينقطع،	 هل	 يجوز	 له	 أن	 يتوضأ	
ويصلي	مع	سيلان	الدم؟	قال:	ينبغي	أن	ينتظر	إلى	آخر	الوقت،	فإن	لم	ينقطع	الدم	[تتوضأ]7	وصلى	قبل	خروج	الوقت	
[وإن]8	 كان	 الدم	 سائًلا	 في	 حال	 وضوءه،	 [فإذا]9	 توضأ	 وصلى	 [و]01	 خرج	 الوقت	 ودخل	 وقت	 صلاة	 أخرى	

































الأنبوب	 [في	 الحوض]1  ][2	 والناس	 يغرفون	 [من	 الحوض]3	 غرًفا	 متدارًكا4  ][5	 لم	 ينجس،	 وكان	 بمنزلة	 الماء	
الجاري،	وقال	محمد	بن	سلمة:	هكذا	هو	[].6






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































وسئل	[أبو	نصر]3	عن	 البعر	 إذا	وقع	في	 البئر،	[قال]:4	لا	يفسد	 الماء	ما	لم	[يكن]5	كثًيرا	فاحًشا،	قال	 أبو	بكر:	
الكثير	الفاحش	[عن]6	أبي	يوسف	شبر	في	شبر	-	يعني	إذا	أخذ	 {41}	من	وجه	الماء	شًبرا	في	شبر-	وفي	قول	محمد	
مقدار	الربع،	وقال	محمد	بن	سلمة:	إذا	كان	بحال	لا	يسلم	دلو	منها	إلا	ويخرج	[[فيه]7	بعرة	فهو	كثير	فاحش	وينجس	
الماء]،8	 قال	 الفقيه	 أبو	 الليث:	سمعت	محمد	 بن	 الفضل	 [قال]:9	سمعت	محمد	 بن	جعفر	 قال:	سمعت	 إبراهيم	 بن	














































































































































































































































وسئل	 أبو	 القاسم	 [عمن]2	 توضأ	 بالثلج،	 [قال]:3	 في	 قياس	 بعض	 الروايات	 عن	 أبي	 يوسف	 يجوز	 لأنه	 يرى	
الوضوء	 جائزا	 إذا	 [استعمل]4  ][5	 مثل	 الدهن،	 وأما	 في	 رواية	 محمد:	 لا	 يجوز	 مثل	 الدهن	 ما	 لم	 يكن	 [سيالا]،6 
فالوضوء	بالثلج	لا	يجوز	إلا	أن	يكون	[الثلج]7	ذائًبا	بحال	يجري	على	الأعضاء.





































































































































































































وسئل	 أبو	نصر	على	الاستنجاء	 بثلاثة	أحجار،	[قال]:31	قال	بعض	 الفقهاء:	 يدبر	بالحجر	الأول	ويقبل	 بالثاني	
ويدبر	بالثالث.













































































































































الماء	 [إباحة	 لنوع	 فلا	 يستعمل	 في	 [غيره]1	 إلا	 أن	 يكون	 الماء	 كثًيرا،	 فإنه	 يستدل	 بالكثرة	 على	 أنه	 وضع]2	 للشرب	






































هذا،	 قال	 الفقيه	 [أبو	 الليث]:3	هذا	 قوله	خاصة	وهو	خلاف	قول	علمائنا،	[وفي	قول	علمائنا]4	 [إذا]5	كانت	بعضو	
من	أعضائه	علة	لا	يقدر	على	غسله	فإنه	يتوضأ	ويمسح	على	ذلك	الموضع،	وإن	عجز	عن	غسل	أكثر	الأعضاء	فحينئذ	
يجوز	له	التيمم،	وكذلك	في	الجنابة،	وبه	نأخذ.































































































































































































فقالت:	 [ما	 يقول	 الشيخ]1	 في	 امرأة	 كانت	 أيامها	 ثلاثة	 فاشتبهت	 []2	 في	 أربعة	 فلا	 [تدري	 أتدخل]3	 أول	 يوم	 من	
الشهر	[فتتم]4	أيامها	[اليوم]5	الرابع	أو	يدخل	[اليوم]6	الثاني	[فيتم]7	بالخامس،	قال:	فسكت	ساعة،	ثم	قال	[لها]:8 














































































































[وسئل]2	 محمد	 بن	 سلمة	 عن	 رجل	 قرأ	 في	 صلاته:	 {[﴿الهمد	 لله﴾	 بالهاء	 أو]3	 ﴿الحمد	 الله﴾	 [الفاتحة	 1[ 
بالراء}4	أو	[قرأ]:5	﴿كل	هو	الله	أحد﴾	[الإخلاص	1]،	قال:	إذا	كان	لا	يقدر	على	غير	ذلك	جازت	صلاته،	وهكذا	























































































































































































































































































قال	 الفقيه	 [أبو	 الليث]:1	 اختلف	 الناس	في	 الصف	 الأول	 يوم	 الجمعة،	 قال	 بعضهم:	 الصف	 الأول	هو	 الذي	
[يكون]2	خارج	المقصورة،3	وقال	بعضهم:	[]4	الذي	خلف	الإمام	في	المقصورة،	وقال	بعضهم:	إن	كان	لا	يمنع	العامة	
















































































































































































































الفقيه:	[فذكر]02	 أبو	يوسف	في	الأمالي	 أن	 إماًما	لو	خرج	مع	أهل	المصر	من	المصر	مقدار	ميل	 أو	ميلين	لحاجة	لهم	
فحضرت	 الجمعة	 جاز	 له	 أن	 يصلي	 بهم	 الجمعة	لأن	 فناء	 المصر	 بمنزلة	 المصر،	 وبه	 نأخذ،	 وقال	 بعضهم:	 في	 المسألة	
اختلاف؛	في	قول	أبي	حنيفة	وأبي	يوسف	يجوز،	وفي	قول	محمد	لا	يجوز،	كما	قالوا	في	الجمعة	بمنى.










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































َوُكنَّا	َكنَْدَماَنيْ 	َجِذيَمَة5	ِحْقَبًة6	**	ِمن	الدَّ ْهِر	َحتَّى	ِقيَل	َلْن	َيَتَصدَّ َعا7






























































































































































































































































































































الفقيه:	 وكان	 الفقيه	 أبو	جعفر	 [رحمه	 الله]3	 يقول:	صلاته	جائزة	في	 الوجهين	جميًعا	 إذا	 كان	صلاته	على	 [الموضع]4 
الطاهر،	قال:	وإنما	يعتبر	الحركة	إذا	كان	لابًسا	للثوب	وأحد	طرفيه	نجس.
وروى	محمد	بن	[سلمة	عن]5	بشر	بن	الوليد	عن	أبي	يوسف	في	رجل	لبس	ثوًبا	[وفي	أحد	طرفيه]6	نجاسة	فصلى	


























































































































































































































































































































وسئل	عن	رجل	 أصابه	[طين]61	 أو	مشى	في	 الطين	ولم	 يغسل	 [قدمه]71	وصلى،	 قال:	يجزيه	 ما	 لم	 يكن	 فيه	 أثر	






























































































































































































































وسئل	 [بعضهم]5	 عن	 رجل	 جاء	 إلى	 الإمام	 وقد	 رفع	 رأسه	 من	 الركوع،	 فكبر	 المقتدي	 وركع	 ثم	 سجد	 معه	









































































وسئل	 الفقيه	 أبو	جعفر	عن	 الإمام	 [إذا]6	صلى	 بقوم	 فترك	سجدة	 من	صلاته،	 قال:	 هذا	على	 ثلاثة	 أوجه:	 إن	
سجد	الإمام	والقوم	قبل	أن	يفرغ	من	صلاته	جازت	صلاتهم	جميًعا،	ولو	سجد	الإمام	دون	القوم	جازت	صلاة	الإمام	
وفسدت	صلاة	القوم،	وإن	سجد	القوم	دون	الإمام	فسدت	صلاتهم	جميًعا.





























































































































































































































































































































وسئل	 أبو	 بكر	 عما	 يأخذ	 السلطان	 من	 العشور	 والصدقات،	 قال:	 ينبغي	 أن	 يعطى	 ثانًيا	 [لأنهم	 لا	 يضعون	
موضعه]،71	ولو	نوى	[الصدقة]81	فهو	جائز،	وذكر	عن	الشيخ	أبي	بكر	بن	أبي	سعيد	أنه	كان	يقول:	إذا	أخذوا	الصدقات	


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































قال:	 كل	 غلة	 [تزرع]3	 قبل	 [حصاد	 الأول]4	 جمعت	 بينهما،	 [و]5	 كذلك	 نبات	 ما	 لا	 يزرع	 من	 النبات	 الذي	 يبقى	
















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































قال	 الفقيه	[أبو	 الليث]:6	وروى	 إبراهيم	بن	رستم	عن	محمد	قال:	لو	أعطى	صدقة	 الفطر	[قبل	 الوقت	بسنين	

















































































































































































































































91)	 قدَّ د	اللَّحم:	قطعه	طولا	وملحه	وجفَّ فه	في	الهواء	والشمس	(المعجم	الوسيط	2/817)،	والمعنى	هنا	أنه	أمر	أن	ينحر	البعير	لكي	يقدد.
02)	 في	(أ):	فقال	له	ابن	عباس.
12)	 ساقطة	من	(أ).








































































































































































































































































































































[ظلك]،3	ولا	 إله	غيرك،	 يا	 أرحم	 الراحمين»،	 ثم	يخرج	 إلى	 الصفا	ويصعد	 عليها	 [ثم	 يقول:	 «الحمد	لله	 الذي	 أنجز	















































































الجمرة	 الوسطى	وسبعة	عند	الجمرة	 العقبة،	[وإذا]3	رمى	عند	الجمرة	الأولى	 يأتي	 المقام	 الذي	هناك	ويقف	ويقول:	



















































وإنما	 ملكوا	 الدين،	 قال	 [الفقيه]:5	 هذا	 [القول]6	خلاف	 قول	 أصحابنا	 [لأن]7	 في	 قول	 أصحابنا	 جاز	 إذن	 الورثة	
للمكاتب	في	النكاح	لأنهم	وإن	[]8	كانوا	لا	[يملكون]9	رقبته	فالولاية	إليهم،	وبه	نأخذ.





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































وهبت	 ابنتي	 منك	 لتخدمك	 [أو]1	 قال	 الرجل	 للأب:	 وّجه	 ابنتك	 إلينا	 لتخدمنا،	 فقال:	 وهبتها	 منك	 بمحضر	 من	
الشهود	لم	يكن	نكاًحا.










































































































































































































































































































































































































وقال	نصير	بن	يحيى:	حدثني	 الثقة	أن	 امرأة	جاءت	بزوجها	إلى	رسول	الله	صلى	الله	عليه	[وسلم]3	وقالت:	 يا	
رسول	الله،	إن	هذا	يضربني،	[فقال	رسول	الله	عليه	السلام	[للزوج]:4	«لم	تضربها؟»	فقال:	إن	معي	سورة	من	القرآن	































































































































































































































































































































































فأبت	أن	تجيز	 النكاح	 الثاني	 أيًضا،	هل	لها	ذلك؟	قال	 أبو	نصر:	[قولها]3	 أنا	راضية	 بما	تفعل	[]4	ليس	 بتفويض	عام	















































































أنه	 بالخيار	 ثلاثة	 أيام	 ثم	 قال	 في	 وجه	 البائع:	 أنا	 لا	 أريد	 []1	 الثياب،	 لا	 يكون	 ذلك	 القول	 ردًّ ا	 [للبيع]2	 فكذلك	










































































































































































































































































































































































































وسئل	 أبو	 بكر	عن	رجل	طّلق	 امرأته	 ثلاًثا	وكتم	عن	 الناس	 فلما	حاضت	حيضتين	وطئها	[فحملت]9	 ثم	 أقر	
بطلاقها،	هل	لها	النفقة؟	قال:	لها	النفقة	ما	لم	[تضع	الحمل]01	لأن	انقضاء	عدتها	بوضع	الحمل.



















































































































ذلك	 الموضع،	ولا	 ينبغي	لها	 أن	 تنتقل	من	ذلك	 الموضع	إلا	أن	[تخاف]1	على	 نفسها،	قال	 [الفقيه]:2	 إن	كان	 الزوج	
بمقامه	هناك	لا	يدخل	عليه	[الضرر]3	في	نفسه	أو	[]4	ماله	فلا	يسعه	أن	ينتقل	[بها]،5	وإن	كان	[يدخل]6	عليه	ضرر	



























































































































































































































01)	 السنن	الكبرى	للبيهقي	7/277: 50751،	ومصنف	ابن	أبي	شيبة	4/971: 11191،	وسنن	الدارقطني	5/814: 0654.
11)	 في	(م):	فرض.
21)	 في	(أ):	ابنة	أبي	سليمان،	وفي	(ج):	فرض	ليث	بن	أبي	سليم.
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Biogr a ph ie s of Au t hor it ie s  
Cit ed i n t h e N awāz i l
Samarqandī cites a number of authorities in his Nawāzil. Besides the founding imāms, many of 
these are among the main contributors to the early development of the Ḥanafī school and are the 
students or grand-students of the imāms. These jurists however appear to be forgotten in the later 
works and are not as well-known as even some of their successors, such as Qudūrī, Marghīnānī, 
and Qāḍīkhān. Because these authorities constitute Samarqandī’s sources in the Nawāzil, this 
section will help to shed some light on them. I will discuss these intermediate authorities and 
seek to determine the interconnection between them. The basis for this study will be their legal 
verdicts, quotes and chains of transmissions as cited in the Nawāzil, along with details from the 
major biographical works on Ḥanafī scholars. Due to the general renown of the main imams, 
Abū Ḥanīfa (d. 150/767), Abū Yūsuf (d. 183/799), Muḥammad al-Shaybānī (d. 189/805), Zufar 
(d. 158/775), the likes of the jurist-ascetic ʿ Abdullāh ibn al-Mubārak (d. 181/797),1 and the famous 
ḥadīth scholars, their biographies will not be discussed here. This study will deal with those (other 
than the above) whom Samarqandī has considered his primary sources for his legal rulings in his 
introduction and the other jurists of the Ḥanafī school who have been referenced in his work.
In section 1, I discuss the authorities singled out by Samarqandī in his introduction. He does 
not state any specific criteria for mentioning them in his introduction except that they were 
examples of jurists who have endeavoured hard to understand the demands of their time and infer 
rulings accordingly from the sources. Some of them are his teachers, some his contemporaries 
and others of those who preceded him. These jurists are generally cited more often than others; 
however, there are a few others who he also frequently cites and are also included in section 1.2
1 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, pp. 103–104.
2 The frequency has been decided by the number of citations from them in the chapters of Nawāzil covered by 
this critical edition. Any authority who has been mentioned in the introduction or who has been cited more than a 
dozen or so times has been included in section 1 and the remainder in section 2. Since the author has quoted those in 
section 1 more than those in section 2 we felt it appropriate to discuss them in more detail.
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Au t hor it ie s cit ed by Sa m a rqa n dī  
i n h is i n t roduct ion a n d  
ot h er s h e cit e s fr equ en t ly
This section will discuss these authorities in some detail in chronological order. With the excep-
tion of a few, the majority of the authorities discussed here were from Balkh, where Samarqandī 
studied and taught until he died.
Ḥasan ibn Ziyād, Abū Aʿlī al-Lu’lu’ī al-Kūfī (d. 204/819)
He is the jurist who studied under Abū Ḥanīfa and then under Abū Yūsuf and Zufar.1 He was 
originally from Kufa but later settled in Baghdad2 and was known to be highly intelligent and 
an ardent seeker of knowledge.3
He would remark that Abū Yūsuf was more open-hearted about teaching than Zufar4 since 
Abū Yūsuf was more patient with him, especially when he did not understand an issue and it had 
to be explained a few times.5 Once, as he was approaching the class, Abū Yūsuf told his students 
that they should begin to ask their questions. Otherwise, if Ḥasan were to start they would not be 
able to get anything in. However, Ḥasan came in, and after giving the greeting (salām), he asked 
a question immediately. ʿAlī ibn Ṣāliḥ reports that he saw Abū Yūsuf shaking his head from side 
to side due to the barrage of questions coming from Ḥasan and his having to respond to them.6 
Such was his appetite for jurisprudence that he is reported to have recorded from Ibn Jurayj (d. 
150/767 or 151/768) alone twelve thousand ḥadīths that he said were all indispensable for jurists.7 
Samʿānī reports that Ḥasan was knowledgeable of the transmissions of Abū Ḥanīfa and was a 
man of good character. Shams al-A’imma al-Sarakhsī (d. around 483/1090) said Ḥasan was at 
the forefront for asking questions and for extrapolating rulings.8 Yaḥya ibn Ādam (d. 203/818) 
declared that he had not seen anyone with greater depth in jurisprudence than Ḥasan ibn Ziyād.9 
He is also reported to have been counted as one of the revivers (mujaddidīn) of the faith at the 
turn of the (second) century.10
The famous jurists who benefited from him were Muḥammad ibn Samāʿa (d. 233/847), 
1 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:193; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 22.
2 Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
3 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 60.
4 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57.
5 See editor’s note in Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:193.
6 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57.
7 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:194–195; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61.
8 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:56; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:194; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 60; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 22. 
However, for criticism on him as a ḥadīth narrator, see Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 60.
10 Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 1:395.
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Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī (d. 266/880), ʿAlī al-Rāzī (d. 3/9th century), and the father of 
Khaṣṣaf, ʿUmar ibn Muhayr.1 His status as a jurist can be ascertained from the fact that when the 
name “Ḥasan” is mentioned alone in Ḥanafī legal texts, it refers to him, while in tafsīr or ḥadīth 
it refers to Ḥasan al-Baṣrī (110/728).2 He was also appointed to the office of Qāḍī3 in Kufa after 
Ḥafṣ ibn Ghiyāth in 194/809, but he later resigned from the post.4
He has left a number of juridical and other works. There is his Amālī5 on juridical issues, 
Kitāb al-Farā’īḍ6 on the laws of inheritance, Kitāb al-Kharāj7 on tax on agricultural land, Kitāb 
Adab al-Qāḍī8 on rulings pertaining to the office of Qāḍī, Kitāb al-Nafaqāt9 on expenses, Kitāb 
al-Waṣāyā10 on bequests, Kitāb al-Waqf11 on endowments, Al-Ma’khūdhiyya (or Al-Ma’mūniyya)12 
on legal verdicts, and Kitāb al-Mujarrad13 in juridical issues. He also has Kitāb Maʿānī ’l-Īmān14 
on theology, a work titled Kitāb al-Maqālāt,15 likely on the same subject, and a Kitāb al-Khiṣāl.16
He is cited frequently in Samarqandī’s Nawāzil, where his opinions are normally related 
through his students like Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā (d. 268/882), Khalaf ibn Ayyūb (d. 205/820 or 215/830), 
and Muḥammad ibn Muqātil (d. 242/856 or 248/862).17
He was an ardent follower of the Prophetic Sunna and therefore would insist on clothing 
his slaves with clothes similar to what he wore,18 as encouraged in prophetic ḥadīths.19 He died 
in 204/819,20 the same year Shāfiʿī died.21 The name Lu’lu’ī is an attribution to the business of 
selling pearls.22
Khalaf ibn Ayyūb, Abū Saʿ īd al-Balkhī al-ʿ Āmirī (d. 205/820 or 215/830)
He was a student of Muḥammad al-Shaybānī and Zufar but also studied under Abu Yūsuf23 and 
transmitted from Asad ibn ʿAmr (d. 188/804 or 190/806).24 These were all prominent students 
1 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61.
2 For this and other interesting anecdotes about his life see, Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 1:396.
3 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:56; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:193.
4 For this and his reasons for giving up this position, see Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61.
5 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:164; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
6 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
7 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1415; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
8 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
9 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
10 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
11 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1470.
12 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1574; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266.
13 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:702; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:195, 
but see editor’s note 5 about the possibility of this work being Zufar’s.
14 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Al-Aʿlām, 2:191.
15 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:195; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 22.
16 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266. For a more detailed discussion on his written works, see Muḥammad Zāhid al-Ka-
wtharī, Al-Imtāʿ fī Sīrat al-Imāmayn Ḥasan ibn Ziyād wa Ṣāḥibihī Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ Raḥimahuma ’Llāh, Cairo: 
Maṭbāʿat al-Anwār, (1368/1948), pp. 14–15.
17 Nawāzil, fols. 4, 5, 7, 15, 16, 20.
18 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:56; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:193; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61.
19 See Musnad Aḥmad (Risāla) (16409, 21483, 21515).
20 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:57; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:196; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:266; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 22.
21 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61. 
22 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 61. For a more detailed biography of Ḥasan, see Kawtharī’s Al-Imtāʿ, of which the 
first 50  pages are dedicated to him. 
23 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:296–297; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:171–172; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 71.
24 He also studied under Ibn Abī Laylā (d. 148/765). See Al-Muntaẓam 11:58; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143.
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of Abū Ḥanīfa, and he therefore also became respected as a proficient jurist. He acquired the 
position of the Muftī of Balkh1 and was even called the Muftī of the East.2
He acquired asceticism from the ascetic Ibrāhīm ibn Adham (d. 162/778 or 161/777) by 
remaining some time in his company. It is therefore reported that though Khalaf ’s knowledge 
may have only amounted to a fraction of the knowledge of ʿAlī al-Rāzī, it was more widely bene-
fited from due to his piety.3 It was probably due to his asceticism that he was said to be reclusive.4
He is also recorded as a ḥadīth scholar5 and transmitted from Isrā’īl ibn Yūnus (d. 162/778) 
and Jarīr ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd (d. 188/803).6 In turn, the ḥadīth masters Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal (d. 
241/855), Abū ʿĪsā al-Tirmidhī (d. 279/893), Yaḥyā ibn Maʿīn (d. 233/847), and the jurist and 
ascetic Ayyūb ibn al-Ḥasan (d. 251/865) transmitted from him. His travels took him to different 
cities of the Muslim world, and Ḥākim al-Naysābūrī (d. 405/1014) relates that when he came to 
Nishapur, the scholars of the area acquired narrations from him.7 He died at age sixty-nine8 in 
205/8209 or 215/830, while a weaker opinion has 220/835.10
Samarqandī quotes from him frequently in the Nawāzil. He is cited transmitting directly 
from his teachers Shaybānī, Abū Yūsuf and Asad ibn ʿ Amr.11 Another citation reveals that a Yaḥyā 
al-Warrāq used to read to him,12 and Samtī had gone to visit him and had an exchange with him.13 
We also learn that the prolific narrator Nuṣayr Ibn Yaḥyā also transmitted from him.14
Shaddād ibn Ḥakīm, Abū ʿUthmān al-Balkhī (d. 210/825 or 213/828) 
This is the jurist of Balkh and the qāḍī who studied under Zufar.15 He also heard from Sufyān 
al-Thawrī (d. 161/777), Abū Jaʿfar al-Rāzī (d. 160/776) and others of their level.16 He was known 
for his pity and caution in matters of religion and reported to have accepted the post of qāḍī under 
1 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143.
2 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 8:210.
3 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:296–297; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:171–172. For an interesting account related about 
the benefits of his piety, see Al-Muntaẓam, 11:58; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 
8:210. Dhahabī in Mīzān al-Iʿtidāl fī Naqd al-Rijāl (Beirut: Dār al-Maʿrifa, 1st Ed., 1382/1963, 1:659) has recorded that 
Ibn Ḥibbān called Khalaf an extreme Murji’ite. Aside from the fact that this is totally antithesis to the piety and wor-
ship which most, including Dhahabī, have related about him, recourse to Ibn Ḥibbān’s Thiqāt (8:227–228) reveals two 
entries for Khalaf ibn Ayyūb. The Murji’ite statement is about Abū Saʿīd Khalaf ibn Ayyūb (number 13151), another 
scholar, while Khalaf ibn Ayyūb al-ʿĀmirī is discussed two entries before (number 13149) and does not include this 
charge. Therefore, it appears that Dhahabī made a rare mistake. However, ʿ Uqaylī (d. 322/934) (Abū Jaʿfar Muḥammad 
ibn ʿAmr, Al-Ḍuʿafā’ al-Kabīr, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed., 1404/1984, 2:24) and Ibn Ḥibbān (Al-Thiqāt, 
8:228) have also made this charge. See also, Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 71.
4 Khalīl ibn ʿ Abdillāh al-Qazwīnī Abū Yaʿlā al-Khalīlī, Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifat ʿ Ulamā’ al-Ḥadīth, Riyadh: Maktabat 
al-Rushd, 1st Ed. (1409/1988), 3:929.
5 Khalīlī, Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifat ʿUlamā’ al-Ḥadīth, 3:929. Cf Dhahabī, Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143.
6 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:171–172. For a list of others from whom he heard ḥadīth and transmitted, see Al-Mun-
taẓam, 11:58; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143; Yūsuf ibn ʿ Abd al-Raḥmān al-Mizzī, Tahdhīb al-Kamāl, Beirut: Mu’as-
sasat al-Rijāl, 1st Ed. (1400/1980), 8:273; Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 8:210; ʿAynī, Maghānī ’l-Akhyār fī Sharḥ 
Asāmī Rijāl Maʿānī ’l-Āthār, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. (1427/2006), 1:282.
7 For this and details on some of his narrations, see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:171–172.
8 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143.
9 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 14:143; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 71; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 179.
10 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:298. See also Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:171–172; Maghānī ’l-Akhyār, 1:282.
11 See Nawāzil, fols. 10, 33, 60, 76, 84.
12 See Nawāzil, fol.  43.
13 See Nawāzil, fol. 44.
14 See Nawāzil, fol. 62.
15 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 83; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 29.
16 Khalīlī, Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifa ʿUlāmā’ al-Ḥadīth, 3:931.
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pressure, but after six months in the post he escaped from it to Samarqand.1 He died toward the 
end of 210/8252 or 213/828 at age eighty-nine.3 
Samarqandī quotes him numerous times in the Nawāzil. In some cases his opinion is trans-
mitted by Nuṣayr or Muḥammad ibn al-Azhar (d. 251/865).4 This indicates that they would have 
been his students at some level. He is also cited on a number of occasions, revealing that he had 
corresponded in writing with Shaybānī.5 This indicates that Shaddād must have travelled to Iraq 
to study under Zufar. Then, when the latter died in 158/774, just eight years after Abū Ḥanīfa 
did, he must have returned to Balkh and corresponded with Shaybānī instead from Balkh. It is 
not reported that he studied directly under him.
MuḤammad ibn Muqātil, Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Rāzī (d. 242/856 or 248/862)
Muḥammad ibn Muqātil is the famous Ḥanafī jurist, known as the ṣāḥib (student) of Shaybānī.6 
He is said to be of the level (ṭabaqa) of Sulaymān ibn Shuʿayb al-Kīsānī (d. 278/892) and ʿAlī 
ibn Maʿbad ibn Shaddād (d. 218/833).7 He has transmitted from the likes of Abū Muṭīʿ al-Balkhī 
(d. 198/814), Wakīʿ ibn al-Jarrāḥ (d. 196/812 or 197/813),8 Jarīr ibn ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd (d. 188/803) 
and Ḥakkām ibn Salm (d. 190/805).9 Muḥammad ibn Ismāʿīl al-Bukhārī (d. 256/870) also heard 
from him but did not transmit from him.10 
The biographical sources are quite sparse about him and mostly contain the same few details. 
Though he has received criticism about his reliability in ḥadīth transmission,11 his proficiency in 
jurisprudence was not in question. Dhahabī considers him from among the great jurists.12 The 
famous exegete and historian Ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī (d. 310/923) is reported to have studied Ḥanafī 
jurisprudence from him.13 He is reported to have taught in Qazwīn14 and was also designated as 
1 His piety can be gauged from the fact that he would insist on marrying his concubine, saying that she might 
have been a free woman and sexual intimacy with free women was only allowed through marriage (Tārīkh al-Islām 
(Tadmurī), 15:186). Ibn Ḥibbān considers him a reliable narrator but has charged him with being a Murji’ite and 
therefore says he abstains from taking his narrations (Al-Thiqāt, 8:310). The charge of being a Murji’ite is not found in 
the Ḥanafī Ṭabaqāt works consulted for his biography.
2 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:299; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 83; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2: 248; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 
29; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 185–191.
3 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 15:186.
4 See Nawāzil, fols. 27, 29, 68. For other citations, see fols. 18, 26, 31, 68.
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 27, 42. 
6 ʿAsqalānī says that he was known by this title. See Aḥmad ibn ʿ Alī Ibn Ḥajar al-ʿAsqalānī, Lisān al-Mīzān, Beirut: 
Mu’assasat al-Āʿlamī li ’l-Maṭbūʿāt, reprint of Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-Niẓāmiyya, 2nd Ed. (1390/1971), 5:388. 
See also, Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 201 which has surprisingly sparse coverage.
7 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:287; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:372.
8 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:288; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:372.
9 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 18:472.
10 ʿAsqalānī, Tahdhīb al-Tahdhīb, Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-Niẓāmiyya, 1st Ed. (1326/1908), 9:470; Lisān 
al-Mīzān, 5:388.
11 Ibid.; Mīzān al-Iʿtidāl, 4:47.
12 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 18:472.
13 Ibn Nadīm states that Ṭabarī acquired the fiqh of Iraq from Abū Muqātil al-Rāzī (Al-Fihrist, 1:291). “Abū” Muqātil 
appears to be a typo since Dhahabī, under his entry on a namesake, Ibn Muqātil al-Marwazī (d. 226/841), discusses a 
chain in which Ṭabarī is reported to have transmitted from Marwazī and points out that this is most likely referring 
to Ibn Muqātil al-Rāzī, as Ṭabarī was too young to have taken from Marwazī directly (who was born in 224/839). 
For a discussion on the various scholars with this name, see Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, Al-Muttafiq wa ’l-Muftariq, 3:1874.
14 See Qazwīnī al-Rāfiʿī, Al-Tadwīn fī Akhbār Qazwīn, 2:28, but cf. 2:343.
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the qāḍī of Rayy.1 To this end, a work on the claimant and plaintiff called Kitāb al-Muddaʿī wa 
’l-Muddaʿā ʿ alayh2 is attributed to him, which was possibly written while he held the post of judge.3 
Samarqandī quotes him frequently in the Nawāzil, where he appears very confident and direct 
in his rulings and hardly cites anyone else in his support or transmits from them.4 On one occasion, 
he cites another opinion to express his difference with it.5 His scholarship was valued and therefore 
the famous jurist Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā al-Balkhī would correspond with him in writing to solicit 
his opinions.6 Another famous jurist Muḥammad ibn Salama (d. 278/891) met Ibn Muqātil and 
debated with him and convinced him to revise his opinion on an issue the people of Balkh had 
consulted him on. When Ibn Salama returned to Balkh, he told them to thank him for he had 
been able to convince Ibn Muqātil to change his opinion.7 This is indicative of the high status of 
Ibn Muqātil that Ibn Salama could boast about making him change his opinion. He is the other 
non-Balkhī jurist cited by Samarqandī in the introduction to his Nawāzil. 
His death occurred in 242/8568 or 246/860,9 and he is reported to have left at least a son by 
the name of Aḥmad, who went to Baghdad and transmitted ḥadīths through his father.10
MuḤammad ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī (or Ibn al-Thaljī), 
Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Baghdādī (d. 266/880)
Thaljī born on the 23rd of Ramaḍān 181/79711 and studied under a number of teachers including 
the grammarian Yazīdī (d. 202/817) and narrated from Yaḥyā ibn Ādam (d. 203/818), Wakīʿ,12 
Ismāʿīl ibn ʿUlayya (d. 193/809), Abū Usāma (d. 201/816), ʿUbaydullāh ibn Mūsā (d. 213/828) 
and Muḥammad ibn ʿ Umar al-Wāqidī (d. 207/822).13 In jurisprudence, for which is better known, 
he was one of the pupils of the jurists Ḥasan ibn Ziyād (d. 204/819)14 and Ḥasan ibn Abī Mālik 
(d. 204/819).15
Thaljī excelled in jurisprudence and became reputed as the jurist of Iraq of his era and the 
1 See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:286; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:372. 
2 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1457; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:13; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:730.
3 An interesting account is narrated of Ibn Muqātil being censured about a lavish lifestyle by Ḥātim al-Aṣamm 
(see Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, entry 622).
4 For example, see Nawāzil, fols. 4, 5, 7, 9, 10, 30, 60.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 97.
6 See Nawāzil, fol. 56. See also, fol. 16.
7 See Nawāzil, fol. 35.
8 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1457; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:13; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:730; Ibn al-Athīr, Al-Kāmil fi ’l-Tārīkh, 6:157.
9 Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 5:1247 with some doubt. Ḥulw records 248/862 from Ibn Ḥajar without mentioning 
the source (see his note on Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:372).
10 See Tārīkh Baghdād, 6:276, (ʿIlmiyya), 5:303; Muqbil al-Wādiʿī, Tarājim Rijāl al-Dāraquṭnī fī Sunanihī, Sana’a: 
Dār al-Āthār, 1st Ed. (1420/1999), 1:120.
11 Al-Ansāb, 1:512; Al-Aʿlām, 6:157 (records only the year). 
12 Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:593; Tārīkh Baghdād, 4:445. However, Qurashī quotes Ṣaymarī as saying that Wakīʿ 
transmitted from Thaljī (see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173). Wakīʿ died in 197/813 while Thaljī was born in 181/797, 
which would make him sixteen at Wakīʿ’s death. Although it is theoretically and legally possible that this be the case, 
it appears to be a mistake since on recourse to Ṣaymarī’s Akhbār Abī Ḥanīfa wa Aṣḥābihī, which is most likely Qurashī’s 
main source, it does not record this point under Thaljī’s entry (p. 164) nor under the entry of Wakīʿ (p. 155). For a 
discussion on Ṣaymarī’s work being Qurashī’s source, see Nurit Tsafrir, The History of an Islamic Source of Law: The 
Early Spread of Hanafism, pp. 6–7.
13 Al-Ansāb, 1:512.
14 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:593.
15 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171.
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foremost in ḥadīth1 and Qur’ānic recitation as well.2 His being a ḥadīth master (ḥāfiẓ) is said 
to have helped him to strengthen the school of Abū Ḥanīfa with prophetic traditions, and the 
bibliophile Ibn al-Nadīm (d. 385/995 or 388/998) therefore describes him as one “who caused 
the jurisprudence of Abū Ḥanīfa to blossom, galvanized it with evidences, highlighted many of 
the causes underpinning its rulings, strengthened it with ḥadīth and sweetened it in the hearts.”3
He was offered the role of qāḍī but rejected it.4 He chose rather to teach and write, and many 
students turned to him and transmitted from him. Among them were Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad 
ibn Yaʿqūb ibn Shayba (d. 331/925),5 along with his grandfather Yaʿqūb (d. 272/886) and ʿAbd 
al-Wahhāb ibn Abī Ḥayya (d. 319/931).6 As with some other Ḥanafī jurists, he is said to have had 
Muʿtazilī leanings in doctrine.7
Dhahabī has recorded him as one of the great luminaries (aʿlām) of Baghdad, saying he was an 
ocean of knowledge, an ardent worshipper and given to night vigil and Qur’an recitation.8 There 
is also charges against him of unreliability in ḥadīth transmission and also of fabrication, which 
have been strongly repudiated.9 Be what it may, his position in jurisprudence is well documented 
1 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171.
2 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173.
3 Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 259.
4 Thaljī himself reports, “My friend Isḥāq ibn Ibrāhīm al-Maʿṣibī informed me that the Leader of the Faithful 
(caliph) called for him and said, ‘Find me a jurist who has recorded ḥadīth, learned its jurisprudence while exercising 
qualified personal opinion (ra’y); one who is tall in stature, handsome and Khurāsānī in origin but nurtured in our 
dominion, so he can support our dominion and I can place judicial responsibility on him.’ Ishāq replied that only 
Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ came to mind with such description. He told the caliph that he would consult with me. The 
caliph told him to proceed and if I agreed he was to bring me to him.” His response was as follows, “The position of 
judge is suitable for three types of people; the one who seeks wealth, honour or fame. I am already wealthy and have 
much at my disposal, and the caliph sends even more to me which I distribute. If I was in need of anything I would 
seek it from him. My fame has already spread among those of knowledge who seek [people like] us out, and juris-
prudence is sufficient [as an honour].” See Ibn Nadīm, Al-Fihrist (Masīra), p. 260; and Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173 
(which contains only his response).
5 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173.
6 Al-Ansāb, 3:144.
7 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:593; Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 259. However, this is a 
charge which has been strongly refuted by Zāhid al-Kawtharī (Al-Imtāʿ, pp. 57–58).
8 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 12:379.
9 For detail about this criticism, see Al-Ansāb, 1:512 and Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171. Essentially, Ibn ʿAdī has 
charged him with fabricating narrations about corporealists (mushabbiha) and attributing them to the scholars of 
ḥadīth to defame them (Abū Aḥmad Ibn ʿAdī al-Jurjānī, Al-Kāmil fī Ḍuʿafā’ al-Rijāl, Beirut: Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmi-
yya, 1st Ed. (1418/1997), 7:550. Later scholars like Yūsuf ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān al-Mizzī (Tahdhīb al-Kamāl fī Asmāa 
al-Rijāl, Beirut: Mu’assasat al-Rijāl, 1st Ed. (1400/1980), 25:362) and Dhahabī (Al-Mughnī fī ’l-Ḍuʿafā’, Qatar: Idārat 
Iḥyā’ al-Turāth al-Islāmī, ed. Nūr al-Dīn ʿItr, n.d., 2:209 (5611)) then quote this from him. Melchert, in support of his 
notion that origins of the Ḥanafī school were found in Baghdad rather than Kufah, and following Calder’s proposal 
of backward-projected phenomenon, goes on to speculate that Thaljī “could have been the one to develop a rich Kufan 
background for Ḥanafī jurisprudence…” (C. Melchert, “How Ḥanafism Came to Originate in Kufa and Traditionalism 
in Medina, p. 343). Lakhnawī compiles some defence for him against the charge of being a fabricator, saying that fab-
ricating narrations is contrary to what is reported about him being very pious and an ardent worshipper (Al-Fawā’id 
al-Bahiyya, pp. 171–172). Kawtharī probably puts up the best and most convincing defense of Thaljī and exposes Ibn 
ʿAdī’s alleged bias against Ḥanafī scholars, which, he says, led him to make this charge against Thaljī without any evi-
dence. See Kawtharī, Al-Imtāʿ, pp. 59-69. Lakhnawī cites Al-Nihāya Sharḥ al-Hidāya of Badr al-Dīn al-ʿAynī, which is 
more popularly known as Al-Bināya but has been referred to as the Nihāya in a number of its manuscripts (see Fihris 
al-Makhṭūṭāṭ al-ʿArabiyya wa ’l-Turkiyya wa ’l-Fārisiyya fī ’l-Maktaba al-Sulaymāniyya, 2:234; Al-Fihris al-Shāmil li 
’l-Turāth al-ʿArabī al-Islāmī al-Makhṭūṭ, Al-Fiqh wa Uṣūlū, Amman: Mu’assasat Āl al-Bayt (1421/2000), 2:151; Khizānat 
al-Turāth (Markaz Malik Fayṣal) 75:585 (76577)). The defense for Thaljī is found in the Karachi Ḥaqqāniyya edition 
of ʿ Aynī’s work (1:272), while Thaljī has been erroneously replaced with Wāqidī in the Dār al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya (1:377) 
and Dār al-Fikr (1:323) editions, which are replete with errors. The commentary more popularly known as the Nihāya 
is that of Ḥusayn ibn ʿAlī Ḥusām al-Dīn al-Saghnāqī (d. 710/1310) who ʿAynī also cites (see 4:103; see also Kashf 
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and he has been considered the jurist of Iraq in most of the biographical works cited here. It is his 
jurisprudence that mainly concerns us, since he is one of the main sources of Samarqandī’s Nawāzil 
and he is often quoted for his rulings.1 In the Nawāzil, Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā is seen consulting with 
him via correspondence,2 and Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Sallām (d. 305/918) also references him,3 
which goes to show how his opinion was valued. He is also one of the few non-Balkhī scholars 
quoted by Samarqandī in his introduction.4
His works on jurisprudence include Al-Tajrīd fī ’l-Fiqh,5 and the Manāsik, a work on pilgrim-
age rites spanning more than sixty volumes, a work on the lawful and unlawful, Kitāb al-Ḥalāl 
wa ’l-Ḥarām, one on legal expiations, Kiṭāb al-Kaffārāt, one on profit sharing contracts, Kitāb 
al-Muḍāraba, and one on non-mainstream rulings, Kitāb al-Nawādir.6 He also wrote Taṣḥīḥ 
al-Āthār7 on traditions, which is said to be an extensive work,8 and Sharḥ al-Ikhtilāf, an exposition 
on differences. He also wrote a rebuttal on the corporealists titled Al-Radd ʿala ’l-Mushabbiha.9
His death occurred suddenly while in prostration of the ʿAṣr prayer on Tuesday 10th of Dhī 
’l-Ḥijja10 in 266/880.11 The years 257/87112 and 256/870 have also been reported.13 He was buried 
at the periphery of Dār al-Raqīq in Baghdad in his abode of residence. His instruction before 
his death was to bury him in his room, for he said he had completed a recitation of the Qur’an 
in every part of it.14 His funeral prayer was led by Abū ʿAbdillāh Muḥammad ibn Ṭāhir in the 
house of Ṭāhira bint ʿAbdillāh ibn Ṭāhir before being buried in his house15 next to the masjid.16
Thaljī is an attribution to a common ancestor Thalj ibn ʿ Amr ibn Mālik ibn ʿ Abd Manāt and is 
not an attribution to the business of selling thalj (ice).17 His name has been mistakenly recorded 
in some of the Nawāzil manuscripts as Balkhī instead of Thaljī, most likely due to the popular 
nature of the Balkhī title and the relative obscurity of Thaljī, along with the fact that they look 
identical in Arabic (يجلث and يخلب) with only a difference in the dots.18
al-Ẓunūn, 2:2022). Another commentary with the same name is attributed to Marghīnānī, the author of the Hidāya 
(see Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:315, 2:213).
1 See Nawāzil, fols. 7, 19, 27, 30, 42, 44.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 56.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 78.
4 However, as reported by Ibn al-Nadīm (Al-Fihrist, p. 260), there is an indication of him being of Khurāsānī 
origin where Balkh was located. 
5 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:17.
6 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1981, where he has erroneously referred to him as Balkhī first then Thaljī, and also mentions 
two dates of death.
7 Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:341.
8 Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 260; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173 (except Sharḥ al-Ikhtilāf); Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:17 (except Kitāb al-Ḥalāl wa 
’l-Ḥarām); Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, 171.
10 Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist p. 259; Al-Ansāb, 1:512 has 4th of the month.
11 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, in 2:17; Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 259.
12 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171.
13 Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 259, mentions all three opinions. For a discussion on the various dates mentioned, 
see editor’s footnote on Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:274, fn. 2.
14 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:173; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:593.
15 Ibn al-Nadīm, Al-Fihrist, p. 260. See also, Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 3:123; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:341.
16 Al-Ansāb, 1:512.
17 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 171. See also, Al-Ansāb, 1:512 and especially, Kawtharī, Al-Imtāʿ, p. 53.
18 This is the case with King Saud, Murād Mullā and Jārullāh but not in Fātiḥ. See note in Nawāzil, fol. 2. See also, 
Kawtharī, Al-Imtāʿ, p. 53.
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Nuṣayr ibn YaḤyā, Abū Bakr al-Balkhī (d. 268/882)
Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā1 studied jurisprudence under Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī (d. after 200/815), who 
studied under Abū Yūsuf.2 Unfortunately, the biographical sources do not contain much detail on 
him,3 and many have missed him out completely.4 However, it can be gauged from the Nawāzil 
that he studied under a number of scholars, among whom Jūzajānī5 and Ḥasan ibn Ziyād appear 
to be his primary sources.6 Being from Balkh, it is evident that he took full benefit of the prolific 
scholarship of the area, and he therefore quotes widely from many prominent jurists like ʿĪsā ibn 
Abān (220/835 or 221/836), Bishr ibn al-Walīd (d. 238/853), Abū Muṭīʿ (d. 198/814), Abū Muʿādh 
(d. 199/804), Muḥammad ibn Shujāʿ (d. 266/880), Shaddād ibn Ḥakīm (d. 210/825), Asad ibn 
ʿAmr (d. 188/804 or 190/806), ʿAlī ibn Sulaymān, Muḥammad ibn Samāʿa (d. 233/847), Khalaf 
ibn Ayyūb (d. 205/820) and Muḥammad ibn Muqātil (d. 242/856 or 248/862).7 His voracious 
appetite for jurisprudence can also be seen in the Nawāzil through his written correspondences 
with many jurists like Muḥammad ibn Muqātil and Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Thaljī who were not in 
Khurasan.8 He is certainly the most prolific narrator in the Nawāzil and appears to be the central 
axis, since he accumulated the knowledge of the great jurists before him and transmits it to the 
next generation. Hence, among those who transmitted from him or studied under him are the 
popular jurists of the subsequent generation like ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad (d. 335/947), Abū Bakr al-Iskāf 
(d. 333/945 or 336/948), Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffar9 and Abū Ghiyāth al-Balkhī.10 He died in 268/882.11
1 Qurashī says that the name has also been reported as “Naṣr” (Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:546).
2 A Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā ibn Ibrāhīm ibn ʿUyayna, brother of the famous ḥadīth master Sufyān ibn ʿUyayna (d. 
216/831), occurs in a chain of transmission in the ʿIlmiyya of Baghdādī’s Tārīkh (4:217), indicating that Nuṣayr was a 
grandson of Ibrāhīm, who was a Kūfan scholar. However, this appears to be a typo since the Bashshār edition (4:704) 
has “qāla ḥaddathanā” in place of “ibn,” which indicates that he transmitted to him and not that he was his grandson.
3 See Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 221. Qārī has an entry for him which in its entirety states, “He met with Aḥmad ibn 
Ḥanbal and debated him as has passed in the entry of Muḥammad ibn Muḥammad ibn Sallām” (Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 
2:670). The editor comments that an entry on Ibn Sallām has not passed (lam yataqaddam tarjamat Muḥammad ibn 
Sallām). According to my study, there is an entry for Muḥammad ibn Sallām (2:592), but it does not contain anything 
about Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal, unless that is what the editor meant. An explanation to this can be found from consulting 
Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya. Qurashī, whose work appears to be Qārī’s source, has two consecutive entries on Nuṣayr ibn 
Yaḥyā. The second (1746, “Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā al-Balkhī”) contains the same information that Qārī has, while the first 
entry (1745, “Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā”) contains his date of death and more (Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:546). No explanation 
for this apparent double entry is provided by the author or editor. However, the debate with Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal 
under Qurashī’s entry on Ibn Sallām’s does exist as also promised by him in the entry of Nuṣayr. However, the entry 
is confusing, and it appears that the debate with Ibn Ḥanbal (which is about his alleged bias against Abū Ḥanīfa) was 
undertaken by Ibn Sallām and not his teacher Nuṣayr. Moreover, the name of the teacher is given as Yaḥyā ibn Nuṣayr 
al-Balkhī and not Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā, which is probably a typo in line with many other errors found in the Ḥulw edi-
tion (Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:326). This debate which was undertaken by Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā is more clearly reported 
in Dhahabī’s Manāqib al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa wa Ṣāḥibayhi, Hyderabad: Lajnat Iḥyā’ al-Maʿārif al-Nuʿmāniyya, 3rd Ed. 
(1408/1987), p. 40.
4 For example, Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī does not have an entry on him in any one of his first five ṭabaqāt despite discussing 
others who could be considered teachers of Nuṣayr or contemporaries (see Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, vols. 1–2). Nei-
ther does Samʿānī mention him under “Balkhī” (Al-Ansāb, 1:388), nor does Kaḥḥālā  under “Balkhī” or “Nuṣayr,” nor 
does Quṭlūbugā, the latter two because they resolved to mention only authors of books (Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 1:3; Tāj 
al-Tarājim, p. 3) which Nuṣayr, despite his prolific transmission, appears to not have been.
5 Lakhnawī says through Jūzajānī to Shaybānī (Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 221).
6 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 4, 5, 16, 53.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 6, 7, 14, 16, 21, 43, 62, 66, 87.
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 56. Here he consults with both scholars on the same issues and then compare their responses.
9 See Nawāzil, fols. 14,16, 22, 66. 
10 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:546.
11 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 221; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:546; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 257–259.
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MuḤammad ibn Salama, Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Jūzajānī al-Balkhī (d. 278/891)
This is one of the renowned Balkhī jurists who studied his jurisprudence under Abū Sulaymān 
al-Jūzajānī and Shaddād ibn Ḥakīm.1 He was born in 192/8082 and led life as an avid seeker of 
jurisprudence and a scholar who passed on what he had learned. As with other scholars of Balkh, 
there is not much detail to be found in the biographical sources on him.
He is seen in the Nawāzil as transmitting from a number of scholars like Layth ibn Musāwir (d. 
224/838 or 226/840), Bishr ibn al-Walīd, Yūsuf ibn al-ʿĀṣ al-Taymī and Ḥasan ibn Shahrab.3 As is 
also evident from the Nawāzil, his student circle comprised many prominent jurists. It included 
Abū Naṣr Ibn Sallām, who transmitted numerous rulings from him and probably remained in 
his close company. This can be gauged from an observation he makes about Ibn Salama being 
both a mu’adhdhin4 and an imām of the mosque and his practice in that.5 Ibn Sallām also relates 
a number of issues that he had verified by him.6 His students also include the famous Abū Bakr 
al-Iskāf,7 Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār (d. 326/938) and Sahl ibn Ḥabīb,8 the former two being among 
those cited by Samarqandī in his introduction. Another student of his was Aḥmad ibn Abī ʿ Imrān 
(d. 280/893), who was the shaykh of Ṭaḥāwī.9
His erudition and jurisprudence is very evident from the responses he provides to difficult 
problems in the Nawāzil. Samarqandī agrees with him on a number of points.10 Furthermore, 
he is reported to have debated with the great jurist Muḥammad ibn Muqātil on some juridical 
issues and convinced him to revise his opinion.11 A number of isolated legal rulings have been 
reported from him, especially on legal stratagems (ḥiyal) that have been used in the recent past 
and also caused some controversy.12
Despite his appetite for acquiring knowledge, Ibn Salama is reported to have been very par-
ticular about whom he acquired it from. For instance, when asked why he did not take knowledge 
from ʿAlī al-Rāzī (d. 3/9th century),13 his response was that it was because of the abundance of 
objects of play and diversion in his home. It has been said that if the knowledge of Khalaf ibn 
Ayyūb (d. 215/830) was to be gathered together, it would only amount to a percentage of the 
knowledge of ʿ Alī al-Rāzī, except that Khalaf ibn Ayyūb’s knowledge shone because of his piety.14 
Despite this he chose not to study under ʿAlī al-Rāzī.
As an avid seeker of knowledge, he did not remain in his home town and suffice with the 
scholarship present but travelled beyond for his studies. He is reported to have journeyed from 
1 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:307; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:162; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 168.
2 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 168; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:307, fn. 1.
3 See Nawāzil, fols. 6, 23, 42, 45.
4 A mu’adhdhīn is the one who gives the call to prayer.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 26.
6 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
7 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:162; Nawāzil, fol. 19.
8 See Nawāzil, fols. 15, 19, 24, 35.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:162.
10 See Nawāzil, fols. 26, 61.
11 See above under the entry of Ibn Muqātil.
12 See editor’s note on Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:306, fn. 1; Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:9, 2:795–800.
13 For ʿAlī al-Rāzī, see Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, and editors notes 1:275–277. Unfortunately, no date of death is 
mentioned.
14 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:307; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:590; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:1623.
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Balkh in Khurāsān to Basra in Iraq to acquire ḥadīth.1 He died on Saturday after the Ẓuhr prayer 
and was buried on Sunday 10th of Shawwāl 278/8912 at the age of eighty-seven.3
MuḤammad ibn MuḤammad ibn Sallām, Abū Naṣr al-Balkhī (d. 305/918)
He was a jurist from Balkh and is referred to as Muḥammad ibn Sallām,4 Abū Naṣr ibn Sallām, 
and even Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Sallām as used by Qāḍīkhān.5 Sometimes, he is erroneously 
referred to as Naṣr ibn Sallām.6 Other than citing his full name a few times, Samarqandī refers 
to him throughout the Nawāzil as Abū Naṣr.7 When referring to others with a similar agnomen, 
he uses their full name, like Abū Naṣr Manṣūr ibn Jaʿfar.8
In the Nawāzil he is seen transmitting frequently from Muḥammad ibn Salama and Nuṣayr 
ibn Yaḥyā, which indicates that he had been quite close to them.9 He sometimes compares their 
opinions on an issue and provides an analysis.10 About the former he observes that he was the 
imam and the mu’adhdhin of a mosque and how he called the adhān.11 He recounts presenting 
an issue for approval to him, indicating respect for his opinion,12 but sometimes also takes an 
opinion contrary to his.13 It is also reported that he challenged Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā on an inference 
he had made and Nuṣayr was unable to respond.14
He also transmits from other jurists like Muḥammad ibn al-Azhar and Ibn Shujāʿ al-Thaljī,15 
and is not shy of transmitting from a possibly younger contemporary Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār, who 
died at least twenty-one years after he did.16 His deep understanding of Ḥanafī jurisprudence is 
on display in the Nawāzil, and his ability to judge whether or not an opinion is in accordance 
with the understanding of the school.17 As cited by Samarqandī, he was consulted by the Sāmānid 
ruler of Bukhara Abū Yaʿqūb Isḥāq ibn Aḥmad (d. 301/913 or 303/915) on juridical issues that 
would arise in his domain18 and is also reported to have received an award from him.19 Lakhnawī 
1 It is related in Tārīkh Nasaf from Abū Salama Mu’min ibn ʿAbdillāh ibn Ḥarb al-Nasafī that Ibn Salama related 
to him that he and another person had gone to Basra to acquire ḥadīth. They found a shaykh who began to relate some 
of the ḥadīths of Abū Ḥanīfa to them. Some ḥadīth scholars desisted from writing those ḥadīth so the shaykh stopped 
narrating for two or three days. After this time he remarked, “I was in the company of Abū Ḥanīfa and such-and-such 
a person would also be present in his company.” Tears ran down his face and he mourned, “These people desist from 
writing his ḥadīths.” So we persisted on him until he brought out the ḥadīths and we wrote them down (Al-Jawāhir 
al-Muḍiyya, 3:163).
2 Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:590; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 259–261.
3 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:307. However, the editor discusses that there is a lot of confusion between the 
manuscripts of this work and also in other works about the year of his death (see note on 1:308). See also, Al-Jawāhir 
al-Muḍiyya, 3:162. The date and age recorded in the final chapter of Nawāzil Malik Saud and Murād Mullā is exactly 
as given above (see fol. 193). The entry is missing from Jārullāh.
4 We have recorded this as Sallām and not Salām in following its vowelling in Ḥulw’s edition of Qurashī’s Jawāhir, 4:92.
5 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:92.
6 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, 168.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 49, 54, 68.
8 See Nawāzil, fols. 8, 19.
9 See Nawāzil, fols. 27, 78, 86, 91.
10 See Nawāzil, fol. 4. 
11 See Nawāzil, fol. 26.
12 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
13 See Nawāzil, fol. 77.
14 See Nawāzil, fol. 86.
15 See Nawāzil, fols. 7, 29, 30.
16 See Nawāzil, fol. 19.
17 See Nawāzil, fol. 6.
18 See Nawāzil, fol. 90.
19 It is not clear though what this reward was for, but it does indicate that he had become a celebrated scholar. 
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acknowledges his greatness by saying that he was of the high ranks and of the class of Abū Ḥafṣ 
al-Kabīr.1 
The jurist Abū Bakr al-Iskāf relates from him.2 As with other Balkhī scholars, there is scant 
coverage of his life in the biographical sources.3 Many contain nothing more than that he was 
from Balkh and a juridical quote or two from him.4 He died in 305/918.5
AḤmad ibn ʿIṣma, Abū ’l-Qāsim al-ṣaffār al-Balkhī, known as Ḥam (d. 326/938) 
He is another one of the famous Balkhī scholars from whom Samarqandī quotes quite a large 
number of legal verdicts in his Nawāzil. Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī (d. 362/973)6 transmitted 
from him, and a large group studied jurisprudence under him including Aḥmad ibn al-Ḥusayn 
al-Marwazī (d. 377/987).7
He began by frequenting the lessons of the scholars of Balkh which was a center of knowledge 
and scholarship at the time and met with twenty of its greatest jurists, among whom was Nuṣayr 
ibn Yaḥyā. He went on to become one of the most famous scholars of the city and its source of 
pride. He became a magnet for students from all around and a source for fatwā.8 He had a number 
of narrators including Abū ʿAlī al-Ḥasan ibn Ṣiddīq ibn al-Fatḥ al-Wazghajnī.9 It is related that 
he reached a level in jurisprudence and self-confidence that he declared that he had opposed Abū 
Ḥanīfa in a thousand juridical cases in which he had issued rulings through his own inference 
and the fatwā of the time was now on his opinion.10 Regarding a particular issue, it was once said 
to him that Shaybānī had ruled differently to him. He replied, “Muḥammad is a man and I am a 
man.” Although a contemporary of his, Abū Bakr al-Iskāf, heard this and dismissed it by saying, 
“How much difference there is between the two men!” but it goes to show the confidence in 
See Nawāzil, fol. 54.
1 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 168.
2 See Nawāzil, fols. 38, 47.
3 In Ṭāsh Kubrīzādeh, Miftāḥ al-Saʿāda (2:221), a story is related about an Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Sallām mak-
ing an impression on the Caliph Harūn al-Rashīd and Qādī Abū Yūsuf becoming envious of him. It is highly unlikely 
that this would be referring to the jurist Ibn Sallām al-Balkhī, since Hārūn al-Rashīd died in 193/809 most likely well 
before Ibn Sallām was born. Therefore, this is most likely a reference to a poet with a similar name, Muḥammad ibn 
Sallām al-Jumaḥī (d. 232/846). For him, see Al-Aʿlām, 6:146. A substantial coverage of him is found in Faḍā’il Balkh, 
pp. 273–278.
4 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:172, 540, 4:92; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:592.
5 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 273; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:92; Nawāzil Jārullāh and Murād Mullā have the same; however, 
Malik Saud has what appears to be 350, which is clearly a corruption from 305.
6 In his entry in Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya (1:201), Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya (1:454), and Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, (1:324) 
(the latter two most likely taking from the former), it states that Ṣaffār acquired his jurisprudence from Abū Jaʿfar 
al-Hinduwānī and also heard ḥadīths from him. However, in another entry under his agnomen, Qurashī says Hinduwānī 
transmitted from Ṣaffār. Likewise, under Hinduwānī’s entry he states that Yūsuf ibn Manṣūr ibn Ibrāhīm al-Sayyārī 
transmitted Ṣaffār’s Kitāb al-Mukhtalaf from Hinduwānī. These latter reports indicate that Hinduwānī was Ṣaffār’s 
student, while the former indicates the opposite. Although the possibility exists that they could have both studied from 
each other, the latter seems to be more accurate. The reason for this is that the editor of the Jawāhir states under the 
main entry on Ṣaffār that in one of the manuscripts, it has Abū Jaʿfar al-Mughīduwānī in place of Hinduwānī, which he 
deems as a mistake and prefers the wording Hinduwānī. Although no scholar could be found with the name Mughīdu-
wānī after some search, it is known that Hinduwānī died in 362/973, while Ṣaffār died at least twenty-two years before 
him. This makes it less likely that Ṣaffār acquired his jurisprudence from Hinduwānī but that it was the other way 
round as supported by the other entries. Samʿānī also records that Hinduwānī heard from Ṣaffār (see Al-Ansāb, 5:653).
7 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:41; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 26.
8 See editor’s note in Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:41; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 26.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:201.
10 See Al-Mawsūʿa al-Fiqhiyya (Kuwait), 2:405; Nawāzil, MS Fātiḥ, 2352, fol. 140. Mudarris has also quoted this 
statement from the Nawāzil in his Mashā’ikh Balkh, 1:37.
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jurisprudence that he had.1 He research appears to have been extensive. For instance, in support 
of his view that red and white leather socks were inappropriate and black was the colour to be 
preferred by scholars, he remarked that he had met with twenty of the great scholars of Balkh 
and he did not see any of them using red or white socks.2 The point to note here is his diligence 
even on such mundane issue that he went to observe twenty of the great scholars of Balkh to 
substantiate his point.
In the Nawāzil he transmits from Muḥammad ibn Salama, Zakariyya al-Ṭawīl, Ḥamdān ibn 
Dhī ’l-Nūn and Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā.3 Samarqandī refers to him sometimes as Abū ’l-Qāsim Aḥmad 
ibn Ḥam or Abū al-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār but mostly just as Abū ’l-Qāsim.4
Aside from his prominence in jurisprudence he is also reported to have been a ḥadīth scholar,5 
theologian6 and ṣūfī.7 He left behind a large literary legacy which included a book on the prin-
ciples of creed called Uṣūl al-Tawḥīd8 and books in jurisprudence and fatāwā like Al-Multaqāṭ fi 
’l-Fatāwā9 and Kitāb al-Mukhtalaf,10 the former being a source for Majmaʿ al-Fatāwā.11 He died 
at the age of eighty-seven on the night of Monday 20 Shawwāl 336/948,12 326/93813 or 339/951.14 
Qurashī says that the Ṣaffāriyya were a family of scholars among whom many scholars had passed.15
MuḤammad ibn AḤmad, Abū Bakr al-Iskāf al-Balkhī (d. 333/945 or 336/948)
He is one of the jurists of Balkh who is reported to have trained under Muḥammad ibn Salama16 
and reached a high rank among Ḥanafī scholars. He is subsequently responsible for training two 
great jurists, Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Saʿīd al-Aʿmash and Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī.17 Being 
a teacher of Hinduwānī, he features prominently in the chain of Abū ’l-Layth al-Samarqandī in 
his Nawāzil and is quoted frequently for his legal opinions.
In the Nawāzil, he transmits from the likes of Muḥammad ibn Salama, Muḥammad ibn Sahl, 
Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Jūbiyārī and more from the jurist Abū Naṣr Muḥammad ibn Sallām.18 
At least some of these would have been his teachers, especially Ibn Sallām, since he quotes him 
more than the others. However, he mostly provides his own legal verdicts. In one instance, he says 
1 See Ṣalāḥ al-Dīn al-Nāḥī quoting it from Najm al-Dīn al-Ḥāsafṭī in his introduction to Khizānat al-Fiqh, 1:71.
2 See Fatāwā Hindiyya, 5:334.
3 See Nawāzil, fols. 11, 14, 15, 26, 43, 64.
4 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 19, 60, 67, 92.
5 Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Siniyya 1:454.
6 Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 2:643.
7 Hadiyyat al-Ārifīn, 1:61.
8 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:113; Hadiyyat al-Ārifīn 1:61; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 2:643.
9 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1813, 1603; Hadiyyat al-Ārifīn 1:61.
10 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:193 under the entry on Hinduwānī.
11 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1603.
12 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:113, 2:1813; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:201; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 1:454; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahi-
yya, p. 26.
13 Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, (1:324) and Faḍā’il Balkh (p. 288) have this, and what we have in Murād Mullā, Malik 
Saud, and  Jārullāh all concur with this. Hence, it appears to be the strongest opinion.
14 This opinion has been related in Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:41.
15 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:78. This not to negate that he was a coppersmith (ṣaffār) by occupation as is also 
related about him. See Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:41.
16 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 160.
17 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 160; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:76. In fact, some sources only mention that he was the 
teacher of Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī, indicating the close relationship and the benefit the latter must have gained from 
him in his jurisprudence (see Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:565).
18 See Nawāzil, fols. 13, 19, 22, 47, 54.
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that he has learned a single juridical ruling from Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā,1 while in another, he quotes 
the opinion of Ibn Sallām and then offers his own opinion in contrast to it. After quoting this, 
Samarqandī agrees with him.2 In another place, he provides an opinion and is then informed of a 
contrary opinion from Abū ʿAbdillāh al-Qalānisī (d. 314/926), so he cautions the person to not 
fall for the slips of scholars.3 Similarly, once after presenting his own opinion about the prohibition 
of something, he is informed that Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār permitted it, so he responds, “Well, 
Abū ’l-Qāsim the Prophet did not permit it.”4 This demonstrates his confidence and proficiency 
in inferring legal rulings and also supporting them when challenged. Furthermore, judging by 
the abundance with which Samarqandī quotes his opinion, it shows that Iskāf ’s scope in juris-
prudence was very broad and Samarqandī had great confidence in him. Hence, Qurashī begins 
his entry with the words “The Great Honourable Imām.”5
As with other proficient jurists, he had his share of isolated legal verdicts which were in oppo-
sition to the understanding of the popular opinion in the Ḥanafī school.6 This helps to show 
him as an independent mujtahid with the ability to infer legal rulings himself and not just to 
transmit what he had learned from others. This is also seen from the juridical advice he provides 
to the Qāḍī Ḥākim ʿAbd al-Ḥamīd Abū Khāzim (d. 292/905) to facilitate a particular case for 
him, which he appreciates.7 This most likely took place on one of his journeys outside of Balkh 
because Abū Khāzim was known to have been the qāḍī in the Levant, Kūfa, and Karkh8 and this 
encounter most likely took place in one of these places.
Samarqandī refers to him mostly as Abū Bakr, otherwise as Abū Bakr al-Iskāf, or Abū Bakr 
Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad.9 When quoting from another Abū Bakr, such as Abū Bakr ibn Abī 
Saʿīd or Abū Bakr al-Khaṣṣāf, he uses their full name.10 He died in 333/94511 or 336/948,12 and a 
commentary of Shaybānī’s Al-Jāmiʿ al-Kabīr is attributed to him.13
Aʿlī ibn AḤmad, Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Balkhī (al-Fārisī) (d. 335/947)
Among the Balkhī scholars Samarqandī mentions in his introduction, ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad has 
the least mention in the biographical sources or is completely absent. There is, however, some 
mention in works on ḥadīth scholarship, such as Khalīlī’s (d. 446/1054) Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifat 
ʿUlamā’ al-Ḥadīth. It states there that he was a reliable narrator and heard from ʿĪsā ibn Aḥmad 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 22.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 7.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 11.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 80. Abū ’l-Qāsim was the agnomen of the Prophet Muḥammad .
5 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:76.
6 See Nawāzil, fol. 62.
7 For details, see Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:15.
8 As reported in Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:367.
9 See Nawāzil, fols. 3, 4, 6, 17.
10 See Nawāzil, fols. 3, 17, 92, 97. He should not be confused with the later Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd al-Malik, Abū 
Bakr al-Iskāfī al-Balkhī (d. 475/1082). For Iskāfī, see Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 330–332. 
11 Hadiyyat al-ʿArifīn 2:37; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 296; Nawāzil MS Malik Saud, Jārullāh, and Murād Mullā.
12 Qurashī gives this date and says it was the year Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār died (Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:16).
13 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:569, Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 3:48; Hadiyyat al-ʿArifīn, 2:37.
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(d. 268/881)1 and Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Balkhī2 and died within a year or so after 330/942.3 
Then, under the entry on the ascetic Muḥammad ibn al-Fuḍayl al-Balkhī (d. 258/872),4 it states 
that ʿ Alī ibn Aḥmad was the last to transmit from him.5 This would make him at least seventy-two 
years old at the time of his death.
It can be seen from the Nawāzil that he narrated from Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā, Muḥammad ibn 
al-Faḍl, and Muḥammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Jūbiyārī,6 indicating that he may have studied under 
them. Samarqandī has related from him through both Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī and Abū Bakr 
Ismāʿīl ibn Muḥammad,7 which shows that they may have been his students. Samʿānī confirms 
that Hinduwānī was his student.8 Abū Zurʿa al-Rāzī (d. 375/985) also studied under him in Balkh.9
Among all the jurists Samarqandī mentions in his introduction, the fewest legal rulings are 
transmitted from ʿAlī ibn Aḥmad. This along with scant coverage of his life implies that he was 
not very famous, probably did not travel much and remained mostly obscure, and therefore did 
not have many rulings transmitted of him.10 He died on Wednesday (or Thursday) during the 
month of Dhū ’l-Ḥijja in 335/94711 or 355/965.12
MuḤammad ibn Aʿbdillāh ibn MuḤammad ibn ʿUmar, 
Abū Jaʿ far al-Hinduwānī al-Balkhī (d. 362/973)
Abū Jaʿfar al-Balkhī al-Hinduwānī has already been discussed in detail in the main study under 
the section on Samarqandī’s teachers.
1 This date is based on the assumption that this is referring to the ḥadīth master Abū Yaḥyā ʿĪsā ibn Aḥmad ibn 
ʿĪsā ibn Wardān al-ʿAsqalānī, a Baghdādī scholar who had settled in the Asqalān locality of Balkh. See Al-ʿIbar, 1:385, 
2:51; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 20:146.
2 See note on Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Kamārī below about ibn al-Faḍl al-Bukhārī al-Balkhī.
3 Khalīlī, Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifat ʿUlamā’ al-Ḥadīth, 3:951.
4 There is a Muḥammad ibn Fuḍayl listed in Faḍā’il Balkh as an ascetic with the agnomen Abū Sulaymān but with 
the date of death as 261/874, and it is not clear if it is the same person (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 252).
5 Khalīlī, Al-Irshād fī Maʿrifat ʿUlamā’ al-Ḥadīth, 3:942. Hence, many of Fārisī’s transmissions are through him. 
See Al-Irshād, 2:807; Tārīkh Baghdād, 9:121, 13:603, 15:444, 473.
6 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 16, 56, 65, 67. 
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 16, 67.
8 Al-Ansāb, 5:653.
9 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 26:567, (Tawfīqiyya), 26:420.
10 Faḍā’il Balkh (pp. 291–294) appears to have the most coverage of him.
11 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 291; Nawāzil Malik Saud, fol. 193.
12 Nawāzil Jārullāh, fol. 144 and Murād Mullā, fol. 177.
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2 
Ot h er au t hor it ie s  
cit ed i n t h e N awāz i l
There are many other authorities whom Samarqandī cites for their legal opinions or who occur 
in chains of transmissions within the work. A brief profile of these authorities will be provided 
here, specifically with regard to how they feature in the Nawāzil, and should not be taken as a 
critical assessment of their lives. They are categorized under the following headings: (1) predeces-
sors and contemporaries of Abū Ḥanīfa; (2) students and transmitters from Abū Ḥanīfa, Abū 
Yūsuf, Muḥammad al-Shaybānī and Zufar; (3) later scholars from whom Samarqandī transmits 
directly; (4) other jurists cited by Samarqandī; (5) ḥadīth scholars he cites.
Pr edece ssor s a n d Con t e m por a r ie s of A bū H. a n īfa
Aside from the early ḥadīth narrators who occur in some of the chains of transmissions, a number 
of earlier jurists, who are either predecessors or contemporaries of Abū Ḥanīfa, are as follows. 
Their opinions are either directly cited by Samarqandī to support a particular viewpoint, or they 
are cited by one of the later jurists quoted by Samarqandī. These include ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn 
Yazīd ibn Qays al-Nakhʿī al-Kūfī (d. around 90/708);1 his brother Abū ʿ Amr Aswad ibn Yazīd (d. 
76/695),2 the famous student of the Companion Ibn Masʿūd (32/652); Abū ʿImrān Ibrāhīm ibn 
Yazīd al-Nakhʿī (d. 95/713),3 also a student of Ibn Masʿūd; Abū ʿ Abdillāh Sufyān ibn Saʿīd al-Kūfī 
al-Thawrī (d. 161/777)4; and Shuʿba ibn al-Ḥajjāj al-Azdī al-Wāsiṭī (then al-Baṣrī) (d. 160/776).5
St u den ts a n d t r a nsm it tor s from A bū H. a n īfa ,  
A bū Y ūsu f, M u H. a m m a d a l-Sh ay bā n ī a n d Zu fa r
It is inevitable that many of those cited in the text would be students of the founding imāms. 
They are mentioned hereunder:
Dāwūd ibn Naṣr ibn Nuṣayr ibn Sulaymān, Abū 
Sulaymān al-Kūfī al-Ṭā’ī (d. 160/776)
He was a scholar well-known for his asceticism and worship, which he turned to after acquiring 
jurisprudence and other sciences. He had been a student of Abū Ḥanīfa, and it is said of his calibre 
1 Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 18:183.
2 Khalīfa Ibn al-Khayyāṭ, Ṭabaqāt, 1:248; although, Ibn Ḥibbān has recorded this as 75/694 and also quoted a 
weaker opinion of 74/693 (see Ibn Ḥibbān, Al-Thiqāt, 4:31).
3 Abū Ḥātim Muḥammad ibn Ḥibbān al-Tamīmī al-al-Dārimī al-Bustī, Mashāhīr ʿUlamā’ al-Amṣār wa Aʿlām 
Fuqahā’ al-Aqṭār, Mansoura: Dār al-Wafā’, 1st Ed. (1411/1991), p. 163.
4 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:387.
5 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:417.
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and worship that if he had been of a pre-Islamic nation his virtue would have been recorded in 
the scripture.1 Samarqandī cites him for a juridical opinion.2  
NūḤ ibn Abī Maryam, Abū ʿIṣma al-Marwazī, titled 
NūḤ the Compendium (al-Jāmiʿ) (d. 173/789)
He was a student of Abū Ḥanīfa3 and was called “the Compendium” because of his extensive 
knowledge of many sciences. He is considered one of the first to work on consolidating the juris-
prudence of Abū Ḥanīfa4 and is cited a few times in the Nawāzil for his opinions.5
Asad ibn Aʿmr ibn ʿĀmir, Abū ’l-Mundhir al-Qushayrī 
al-Bajlī6 al-Kūfī (188/804 or 190/806)7 
He was a student of Abū Ḥanīfa and one of the first to write down his books.8 He ranked among 
the top ten of his close students and was also their scribe for the thirty years.9 A work on juris-
prudence is attributed to him called Masā’il Asad ibn ʿAmr.10 He is quoted several times in the 
Nawāzil through his students Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā and Khalaf ibn Ayyūb for his juridical opinions.11
Ḥakam ibn Aʿbdillāh, Abū MuṬīʿ al-Balkhī (d. 197/812 or 199/814)
He is considered the narrator of Al-Fiqh al-Akbar from Abū Ḥanīfa and one of his students. He 
was a jurist and scholar with great insight, and many of the subsequent generation of Ḥanafī 
scholars in Balkh studied under him .12 He was the qāḍī of Balkh and is cited several times by 
Samarqandī for his own opinions and for his transmissions from Abū Ḥanīfa.13 We also learn 
from the Nawāzil that the son of Khalaf ibn Ayyūb used to study under him14 and that Nuṣayr 
ibn Yaḥyā is cited as having heard directly from him.15
Khālid ibn Sulaymān, Abū Muʿādh al-Balkhī (d. 199/814)
Abū Ḥanīfa personally confirmed him as being capable of issuing fatwās.16 He was a companion 
of Abū Yūsūf in their studies under Abū Ḥanīfa.17 He is mentioned in the Nawāzil to have com-
1 Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:58–59; Ibn Qutayba al-Dīnwarī, Al-Maʿārif, 1:515.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 25.
3 Dhahabī, Manāqib al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa wa Ṣāḥibayhi, p. 20.
4 Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 20; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:7–8
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 43, 67.
6 Bajlī is an attribution to Bajla which is a branch of the Sulaym tribe (Al-Ansāb, 1:286).
7 According to Haytham ibn ʿ Adī, he died in 188/804, while Muḥammad ibn Saʿd states it to be 190/806 (Al-Jawāhir 
al-Muḍiyya, 1:378).
8 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:200; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:378.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:378.
10 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1667.
11 See Nawāzil, fols. 66, 76, 91, 93.
12 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 68; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 146–154. His year of death is reported as 199/814 in a few 
sources (Ṣafadī, Al-Wāfī, 13:71; Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Saniyya, 3:180). Qurashī and Ibn Qūṭlubghāh have 197/812 (Al-Jawāhir 
al-Muḍiyya, 4:87; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 269). Wāʿīẓ Balkhī has 104/723 (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 146), which appears to be an 
error, as it would make it very difficult for Nuṣayr and the son of Khalaf to have studied under him and would have 
meant he died forty-six years before Abū Ḥanīfa.
13 See Nawāzil, fols. 19, 24, 38, 42.
14 See Nawāzil, fol. 22.
15 See Nawāzil, fol. 16
16 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:162. 
17 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 142–146, where his name is given as Ḥārith ibn Sulaymān.
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posed a treatise on the laws of menstruation, which his student Ḥasan ibn Shahrab presented to 
Muḥammad al-Shaybānī, who was then inspired to compose one himself.1 Samarqandī quotes 
his opinion in one instance and judges it to be opposed to the opinion of the other scholars of 
the school.2 Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā is cited as having heard directly from him.3
Mūsā ibn Sulaymān, Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī (d. after 200/815) 
He acquired jurisprudence from both Abū Yūsuf and Shaybānī. He was offered the post of qāḍī 
by the ʿAbbāsid caliph Ma’mūn al-Rashīd (d. 218/833) but refused.4 His written works in juris-
prudence are Al-Siyar al-Ṣaghīr, Kitāb al-Ṣalāt, and Kitāb al-Rahn.5 He figures prominently in 
the chain of Samarqandī and is cited several times both for his individual opinions and for his 
quotes from ʿAbdullāh ibn al-Mubārak, Abū Yūsuf, Shaybānī, Ḥammād ibn Zayd (d. 179/795), 
and Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād (d. 212/827).6 Those who cite him are his students Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā 
and Muḥammad ibn al-Azhar.7
Ibrāhīm ibn Rustum, Abū Bakr al-Marwazī (211/826)
He was one of the elect jurists, having studied under Muḥammad al-Shaybānī and also transmitted 
from Asad ibn ʿAmr, who was the student of Abū Ḥanīfa. He heard ḥadīths from the likes of 
Mālik, Thawrī and Shuʿba, and a number of scholars, such as Aḥmad ibn Ḥanbal (d. 241/855), 
transmitted from him. The caliph Ma’mūn offered him the office of qāḍī but he refused. He vis-
ited Baghdad a number of times and died in Nishapur while on the pilgrimage on Wednesday 
in Jumādā al-Ukhrā 211/826. He is reported to have written Al-Nawādīr fī ’l-Fiqh (also known as 
Nawādir ibn Rustum), which he compiled from Shaybānī.8
ʿIṣām ibn Yūsuf, Abū ʿIṣma al-Balkhī (d. 215/830)9 and 
Ibrāhīm ibn Yūsuf, Abū IsḤāq al-Balkhī (d. 239/852)10 
The two brothers, along with their father Yūsuf ibn Maymūn, were prominent jurists of Balkh.11 
Samarqandī cites the brothers several times, especially Ibrāhīm, and also transmits a number of 
opinions of Abū Yūsuf from him on the authority of Muḥammad ibn Jaʿfar.12
AḤmad ibn Ḥafṣ, Abū Ḥafṣ al-Kabīr al-Bukhārī (d. 217/832)
He had studied jurisprudence under Muḥammad al-Shaybānī, transmitted from Wakīʿ and was 
one of the greatest scholars of Bukhārā of his era, being called the Shaykh of Transoxiana and the 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 44
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 16
4 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 216; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:220; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:518–519
5 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:518–519. See also, Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 210–214.
6 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 3, 4, 8, 26, 29, 38, 67.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 2, 3, 5
8 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:80–82; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:2; Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1980.
9 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:663; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 196–201.
10 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 12. Lakhnawī states the death date to be 241/855 and also quotes 237/851 from the 
Nawāzil. MS Malik Saud concurs with his finding, while Jārullāh and Murād Mullā have 239/853, which is what Wāʿiẓ 
Balkhī (Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 214) has and is most likely the stronger opinion, as he is the earliest extant biographical 
source on Balkh.
11 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:119–110; 2:527–528; 3:412. For the father, see 3:642 and for the nephew, see 2:292.
12 See Nawāzil, fols. 7, 14, 24, 72.
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Jurist of the East. Numerous students are reported to have trained under him in jurisprudence.1 
His son Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad Abū Ḥafṣ al-Ṣaghīr was also a renowned jurist and is reported 
to have died in 264/877.2 His fatwās were included in Kashshī’s Majmūʿ al-Nawāzil,3 and he is 
cited a couple of times in the Nawāzil for his opinions.4
ʿĪsā ibn Abān ibn ṣadaqa, Abū Mūsā al-Qāshānī (220/835 or 221/836)
He studied under Muḥammad al-Shaybānī and later became the qāḍī of Basra.5 A work on the 
rites of pilgrimage, Kitāb al-Ḥajj, is attributed to him.6 He is cited a few times for his opinions 
of which one is transmitted through Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā as a response to a question Nuṣayr put to 
him, another of which is a response to Ghassān the qāḍī.7
Bishr ibn Ghiyāth ibn Aʿbd al-RaḤmān al-Marīsī al-ʿAdawī (d. 228/843) 
A  Muʿtazilite scholar, he attended some of Abū Ḥanīfa’s lessons before studying under Abū Yūsuf 
and becoming a highly proficient jurist. He possessed piety and asceticism. However, people 
avoided him because of his occupation with Hellenistic philosophy. Abū Yūsuf also criticized 
him and later distanced himself from him. He was known to have held some “aberrant” opinions 
in jurisprudence, such as the permissibility of eating donkey meat.8 He is cited in the Nawāzil for 
his opinion on an issue and another time for his report from Abū Yūsuf.9
MuḤammad ibn Samā aʿ, Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Tamīmī al-Kūfī (d. 233/847)10 
He acquired jurisprudence from Abū Yūsuf and Shaybānī and transmitted some of their works. 
He was born in 130/748 and died in 233/847, which makes him 103 at his death. For a while he 
held the post of chief justice under Hārūn al-Rashīd (d. 193/809) after Abū Yūsuf. This is when 
he probably wrote the related works Kitāb Adab al-Qāḍī, Al-Maḥāḍir and Al-Sijillāt.11 He is cited 
in the Nawāzil for his reports from Abū Yūsuf and Shaybānī.12
Bishr ibn al-Walīd ibn Khālid al-Kindī al-Baghdādī (d. 238/853), the Qāḍī
He was one of Abū Yūsuf ’s special students and is recorded as being proficient in judicial matters 
and sound in judgment.13 It is related that whenever he was with the ḥadīth scholar Sufyān ibn 
ʿUyayna (d. 198/813) and a difficult juridical issue arose, the latter would ask if any of the followers 
of Abū Ḥanīfa were present. Bishr’s name would be proposed and he would be asked to shed light 
on the issue. After hearing his response, Ibn ʿ Uyayna would concur by saying, “Agreeing with the 
jurists is the way of soundness in faith.” Hence, many juridical verdicts have been compiled from 
1 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 10:213 (he is the only one who mentions the year of death); Al-Ṭabaqāt al-Siniyya, 
1:342–343; Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 6; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:5, 6, 166, 4:37.
2 See Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:17. Cf. Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 10:213.
3 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1606.
4 See Nawāzil, fols. 3, 21, 24.
5 Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 2:540; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:252; Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 151.
6 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:679.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 6, 16, 56.
8 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 54; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:447–450.
9 See Nawāzil, fols. 40, 51.
10 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 170.
11 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:227–230; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:168–170.
12 See Nawāzil, fols. 38, 60, 61, 87, 93.
13 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:236.
371
him, and he is the narrator of the Amālī of Abū Yūsuf from him1 and also of his Jawāmiʿ.2 He is 
cited several times in the Nawāzil for both his opinions and his reports from Abū Yūsuf, which 
are mostly transmitted from him through his student Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā and through Muḥammad 
ibn al-Ḥasan al-Jūbiyārī and Muḥammad ibn Salama.3
Ḥasan ibn Shahrab
He is cited in the Nawāzil as having attended the lessons of Shaybānī and introducing him to 
a treatise on menstruation by his shaykh Abū Muʿādh. This consequently inspired Shaybānī to 
compose a treatise of his own on the subject.4 This report in the Nawāzil is transmitted through 
Muḥammad ibn Salama, which would indicate that he lived around the turn of the third century. 
Not much else could be found on him.
Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Zaʿ farānī
He is cited in the Nawāzil a few times in support of a particular opinion, and Samarqandī also 
attributes Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr to him.5 Qurashī records his name as Ḥasan ibn Aḥmad and attributes 
the rearrangement of the work to him, since the original is that of Shaybānī.6 ʿ Aynī also attributes 
the rearrangement of Shaybānī’s Ziyādāt to a Zaʿfarānī but does not mention his full name or 
any other details but that he was a student of Shaybānī.7 They appear to be the same person.8
Shu aʿyb ibn Abī ’l-Qāsim
He is cited in the Nawāzil for his transmission from Abū Yūsuf,9 indicating that he may have 
been the latter’s student, but no other details could be found about him.
1 Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:237. The same coverage is found in Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 54–55 and Al-Jawāhir 
al-Muḍiyya, 1:452–454.
2 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:609; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:232.
3 See Nawāzil, fols. 8, 9, 14, 41, 43, 52, 57, 67.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 93, 97.
6 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:46, where no other information is recorded about him. However, the editor of the 
work, ʿ Abd al-Fattāḥ al-Ḥulw, quotes from Kashf al-Ẓunūn, the death date being approximately 610/1213. On recourse 
to the Kashf, it is seen that the author first quotes Qāḍī Khān saying that the reordering was undertaken by Zaʿfarānī, 
who died in approximately 610/1213. Then, under the list of commentaries on the original work, he mentions a com-
mentary of Abū ’l-Azhar al-Khujandī, who he says died around 500/1106, and that this commentary is on the reor-
dering of Zaʿfarānī. He then mentions a list of other commentaries on the same reordering. Among them are those by 
Ibn Bundār al-Rāzī (d. 473/1080) and Fakhr al-Islām al-Bazdawī (d. 482/1089), who also predate 610/1213 (see Kashf 
al-Ẓunūn, 1:562–563). Hence, it is unlikely that 610/1213 is correct.
7 See ʿAynī, Al-Bināya Sharḥ al-Hidāya 8:473.
8 There is another Zaʿfarānī with the same agnomen but whose name was Muḥammad ibn ʿAbd al-Raḥmān Ibn 
Balbal (d. 323/935). It is highly unlikely that it is the same person because if Zaʿfarānī was a student of Shaybānī, it 
would mean Ibn Balbal was 135 or so years old at his death. For Ibn Balbal, see Al-Muntaẓam 13:355.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 96. 
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L at er schol a r s from w hom Sa m a rqa n dī t r a nsm its dir ect ly
The following are the other authorities from whom Samarqandī transmits directly, saying he 
heard from them, and who have not already been covered in section 1.
Manṣūr ibn Jaʿ far, Abū Naṣr al-Muhallabī al-Azdī al-Samarqandī (d. 352/963)
He was considered the jurist and muftī of Samarqand, unsurpassed in fatwās during his time.1 
Samarqandī says he heard from him directly,2 which indicates that the former either visited Balkh 
or the meeting occurred during a visit to Samarqand by Samarqandī himself, since in another place 
Samarqandī says that “Ibn Jaʿfar was asked in Samarqand.”3 Although Samarqandī could have 
received this report from someone else, he may have been present when this question was asked.
Aʿlī ibn al-Ḥusayn, Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Kindī al-Sardarī al-Bukhārī (d. 370/980)
He was the Bukhāran scholar and the qāḍī of Nasaf.4 He is quoted in the Nawāzil for his trans-
mission from his teacher Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Karkhī (d. 340/951).5
Ismāʿīl ibn MuḤammad, Abū Bakr 
Samarqandī says he heard from him directly.6 However, no other details could be found on him.7
Ot h er s j u r ists cit ed by Sa m a rqa n dī
Ismāʿīl ibn Ḥammād ibn Abī Ḥanīfa (d. 212/827)8 
A grandson of Abū Ḥanīfa, he acquired his jurisprudence from his father Ḥammād (d. 170/786) 
and Ḥasan ibn Ziyād but he did not meet his grandfather. He held the posts of qāḍī of the eastern 
part of Baghdād and also of Basra and Raqqa. It is said that if he had lived to an older age he would 
have gained greater renown, but he died young.9 In the Nawāzil he is cited by Abū Sulaymān 
al-Jūzajānī for his response to a question he asked of him.10
Layth ibn Musāwir, Abū YaḤyā (d. 224/838 or 226/840)
He is reported to have been the qāḍī of Balkh of his time after ʿ Abdullāh ibn ʿ Umar Ibn al-Rimāḥ.11 
He is cited a few times by Samarqandī for his opinions.12 
1 See Al-Ansāb, 5:418; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:509.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 19.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 8.
4 Al-Ansāb, 3:245; however, the agnomen here is Abū ’l-Ḥusayn; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:552, although it is ʿAlī 
ibn al-Ḥasan here.
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 19.
6 See Nawāzil, fol. 66.
7 I could not locate anyone with this name and agnomen together. However, there is an Abū ʿAlī Ismāʿīl ibn 
Muḥammad ibn Ismāʿīl al-Ṣaffār (d. 341/952), who could be the same person though with a different agnomen (see 
Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 1:588).
8 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 46.
9 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:201–203.
10 See Nawāzil, fol. 87.
11 Radd al-Muḥtār, 4:484; ʿAbd al-Raḥmān ibn Muḥammad al-Tamīmī al-Ḥanaẓalī Ibn Abī Ḥātim, Al-Jarḥ wa 
’l-Taʿdīl, Hyderabad: Dā’irat al-Maʿārif al-Niẓāmiyya, 1st Ed. (1271/1952), Reprint, 8:473; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 208–209 
(where the dates of death are mentioned).
12 See Nawāzil, fols. 28, 42, 45.
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Aʿbdullāh ibn ʿUmar Ibn al-RimāḤ, Abū MuḤammad al-Balkhī (d. 234/848)
In the Nawāzil, the names appears just as Ibn al-Rimāḥ. There are two possible candidates with 
this name. One is the father ʿUmar ibn Maymūn ibn al-Rimāḥ (d. 171/787), the qāḍī of Balkh1 
who stayed in the company of Abū Ḥanīfa for a while and whom the Imām praised, and the other 
is the son ʿAbdullāh ibn ʿUmar Ibn al-Rimāḥ (d. 234/848), the qāḍī of Nishapur2 and later of 
Balkh itself.3 In the Nawāzil, Muḥammad ibn al-Azhar is instructed by Ibn al-Rimāḥ to inquire 
from Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī regarding an issue.4 Since Ibn al-Azhar died in 251/865, it is more 
likely that the younger Ibn al-Rimāḥ is intended by Samarqandī.
Ḥātim ibn ʿUlwān ibn Yūsuf, Abū Aʿbd al-RaḤmān (or 
Abū MuḤammad) al-Aṣamm5 al-Balkhī (d. 237/851) 
He is the jurist and famous ascetic who spent time in the company of another famous ascetic, 
Shaqīq al-Balkhī (d. 194/809).6 He was a contemporary of the jurist ʿ Iṣām ibn Yūsuf (d. 215/830), 
with whom a number of debates and juridical dialogues are reported.7 He is cited in the Nawāzil 
for one of these exchanges, which was based on an invitation to a meal by Ḥātim to him and to 
other scholars.8
MuḤammad ibn al-Azhar, Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Khurāsānī (d. 251/865)9 
He is considered one of the great Ḥanafī jurists of Khurāsān.10 He is quoted in the Nawāzil for his 
own opinions and also for what he transmits from others like ʿ Abdullāh ibn ʿ Umar Ibn al-Rimāḥ, 
Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī and the ḥadīth scholar Zayd ibn al-Ḥubāb (d. 203/818).11 Abū Naṣr 
ibn Sallām transmits directly  from him.12
AḤmad ibn Aʿmr (or ʿUmar), Abū Bakr al-Shaybānī al-Khaṣṣāf (d. 261/875)
He was a ḥadīth scholar,13 proficient jurist and prolific writer of juridical texts.14 Shams al-A’imma 
Ḥulwānī (d. 448/1056 or 449/1057) referred to him as “a man great in knowledge and one who 
can be followed.”15 Samarqandī cites him several times in the Nawāzil at the end of the “Chapter 
1 Dhahabī, Al-Kāshif, 2:70; Tārīkh Baghdād, 13:7; Ansāb, 6:161.
2 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Ḥadīth), 9:85; Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 5:851. However, Wāʿiẓ Balkhī (p. 162) records 
the year of his death as 177/793, which does not appear correct in light of the fact that the father died in 171/787 and 
that Ibn al-Azhar, who died much later, met with him.
3 Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 162–165. For a chronological list of the qāḍīs of Balkh, see pp. 208–209.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 29.
5 Aṣamm means “the deaf one.” For why he was called this, see p. 90 above and Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:24.
6 For Shaqīq ibn Ibrāhīm al-Balkhī, see Al-Muntaẓam, 8:170; Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 13:227; Faḍā’il Balkh, 
pp. 129–146
7 Radd al-Muḥtār, 1:59; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:23–25; Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 165–177.
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 55.
9 Or 278/891, which Lakhnawī quotes from the Nawāzil (Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 160). One of my manuscripts 
(Jārullah, fol. 244) concurs with what he has while Malik Saud (fol. 193) and Murād Mullā (fol. 177) have 251/865.
10 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:85; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:15.
11 See Nawāzil, fols. 7, 16, 21, 24, 29, 72.
12 See Nawāzil, fols. 7, 29.
13 Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 13:123.
14 He wrote Kitāb al-Ḥiyal, Waṣāyā, Shurūṭ, Riḍāʿ, Maḥāḍir, Sijillāt, Adab al-Qāḍī, Nafaqāt ʿala’l-Aqārib, Iqrār 
al-Waratha, Aḥkām al-Waqf, Nafaqāt and ʿAṣir among others. See Tāj al-Tarājim, p. 7; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:231; 
Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, pp. 29–30; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 1:302–305; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:49.
15 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:231.
374
on Marriage,” both for his own opinions and his reports from Abū Yūsuf. 1 In one instance, he 
explicitly cites his Kitāb al-Nafaqāt (The Book of Expenses). It could also be surmised that the 
remaining citations are from this book, which Samarqandī appears to have had access to, since 
the subject matter for which he is cited is all related.2
MuḤammad ibn ʿUmar, Abū Bakr al-Warrāq al-Tirmidhī (d. 294/906)
Although originally from Termiz, he lived in Balkh and is listed as a scholar of the city and an 
ascetic and worshipper by Wāʿiẓ Balkhī.3 Qurashī has an Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī, Abū Bakr al-Warrāq, 
who also appears to be a jurist and ascetic. He mentions an account which indicates his high level 
of scrupulousness. He once departed for the pilgrimage and had travelled only one stage of the 
journey, when he suddenly instructed his companions to take him back. He said he had committed 
seven hundred major sins in this first stage alone and did not want to continue.4 It is possible that 
both could be referring to the same scholar though the names are different. Samarqandī cites him 
a few times for his opinions, sometimes through Abū Bakr al-Iskāf.5
MuḤammad ibn Khuzayma, Abū Aʿbdillāh al-Qalānisī 
(or al-Qalāsī or Qallās) (d. 314/926)6 
He is cited by Samarqandī a few times, mostly for his own opinions.7
AḤmad ibn al-Ḥusayn, Abū Saʿ īd al-Bardaʿ ī (d. 317/929)
He is reported to have been one of the foremost scholars of Baghdad in his time.8 He is cited by 
Samarqandī for his fatwā on an issue.9
MuḤammad ibn10 Saʿ īd al-Aʿ mash, Abū Bakr al-Balkhī (d. 328/939)11 
He was a student of Abū Bakr al-Iskāf and a teacher of Abū Jaʿfar al-Hinduwānī.12 He is therefore 
quoted several times by Samarqandī for his opinions, sometimes through Hinduwānī.13 
1 See Nawāzil, fols. 92, 96, 97, 99, 100.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 94.
3 Faḍā’il Balkh, pp. 261–273.
4 Qurashī  attributes a commentary on Ṭaḥāwī’s Mukhtaṣar to Warrāq, and he cites his sources as Ibn al-Nadīm’s 
Fihrist (Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:219–220). However, on recourse to two editions of the Fihrist (Dār al-Masīra, p. 261; 
Maṭbaʿa al-Istiqāma, p. 307), the commentary is attributed to Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn ʿAlī al-Rāzī (Jaṣṣāṣ), whose year 
of death is given as 370/980. Qurashī’s entry on Jaṣṣāṣ follows that of Warrāq, where he correctly attributes a com-
mentary on Ṭaḥāwī’s Mukhtaṣar to Jaṣṣāṣ too. It is clear that this information was mistakenly added to Warrāq’s entry 
while it is about Jaṣṣāṣ. This has also been indicated by the editor of the Jawāhir (1:219) and noted by Bakdāsh in his 
introduction to Jaṣṣāṣ’s commentary. See Sharḥ Mukhtaṣar al-Ṭaḥāwī, Beirut: Dār al-Bashā’ir al-Islāmiyya/Madīna: 
Dār al-Sirāj, 1st Ed. (1431/2010), 1:139.
5 See Nawāzil, fols. 36, 71.
6 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 168; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:152; Tāj al-Tarājim, “Supplement 1,” Beirut: Dār 
al-Ma’mūn, 1st Ed. (1412/1992), p. 323.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 25, 47, 61.
8 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:163.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 26.
10 It is Ibn Abī Saʿīd in the Nawāzil, but Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, (3:160) and Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya (p. 160) have 
it as Ibn Saʿīd.
11 Lakhnawī states that 340/951 is mentioned in the Nawāzil (Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 160). However, MS Malik 
Saud has 328/939, as does Faḍā’il Balkh (p. 291), while Murād Mullā and Jārullāh have 348/959. Therefore, Lakhnawī 
may have consulted another manuscript.
12 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:160; Faḍā’il Balkh, p. 291–294.
13 See Nawāzil, fols. 3, 17, 25, 45, 100.
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MuḤammad ibn MuḤammad ibn MaḤmūd, Abū Manṣūr al-Māturīdī (d. 333/844) 
He is the famous jurist and theologian and the eponymous founder of the Māturīdī school. He 
acquired his jurisprudence from Abū Bakr Aḥmad ibn Isḥāq al-Jūzajānī (d. after 200/816), whose 
chain reaches Shaybānī through Abū Sulaymān al-Jūzajānī.1 Samarqandī cites him for his jurid-
ical opinions, and it appears from the citation that he may have met him in Samarqand before 
Samarqandī left for Balkh.2
ʿUbaydullāh ibn al-Ḥusayn, Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Karkhī (d. 340/951)
He acquired his jurisprudence from Abū Saʿīd al-Bardaʿī and was a proficient and renowned jurist. 
3A number of juridical works are attributed to him, including commentaries on Al-Jāmiʿ al-Ṣaghīr 
and al-Kabīr and a concise text known as the Al-Mukhtaṣar.4 He was considered the muftī of 
Iraq, shaykh of the Ḥanafīs and a teacher of many great scholars like Abū Bakr al-Jaṣṣāṣ al-Rāzī.5 
He is mostly cited directly by Samarqandī for his own opinions, sometimes on the authority of 
his student Abū ’l-Ḥasan al-Sardarī.6
MuḤammad ibn al-Faḍl, Abū Bakr al-Kamārī al-Faḍlī al-Bukhārī (d. 381/991) 
He studied jurisprudence under Abū Muḥammad ʿAbdullāh ibn Muḥammad al-Sabadhmūnī 
(d. 340/951).7 Qurashī called him a “great scholar” (ʿallāma),8 and he left behind works in 
jurisprudence titled Al-Fawā’id fi ’l-Fiqh9 (or Fawā’id Abī Bakr10) and Fatāwā al-Imām Abī Bakr 
Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Bukhārī.11 He died in Bukhārā on a Friday in Ramadan at eighty.12 
In the Nawāzil there are several reports of his from Muḥammad ibn Jaʿfar, which Samarqandī 
transmits from him directly,13 indicating that he was Samarqandī’s teacher.14
Abū AḤmad al-ʿ Iyāḍī  or AḤmad ibn MuḤammad al-ʿ Īyāḍī
These are two similar names that occur in the Nawāzil, both cited for their fatwās.15 There were 
three famous ʿ Iyāḍī scholars of Samarqand, a father and two sons. The father was Abū Naṣr Aḥmad 
1 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 195.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 17.
3 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 2:493–494.
4 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 108.
5 See editor’s note on Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:29, fn.3. 
6 See Nawāzil, fols. 26, 43, 57, 58.
7 For Sabadhmūnī, see Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:11.
8 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:300; Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī, Ṭabaqāt, 2:37.
9 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:52.
10 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1294.
11 Kashf al-Ẓunūn, 2:1228 (under the entry for Al-Fatāwā al-Kubrā); 2:1603 (under the entry for Majmaʿ al-Fatāwā 
where it is Fatāwā Abī Bakr Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl al-Bukhārī); and 2:1606 (under the entry for Majmūʿ al-Ḥawādith, 
where it is Fatāwā Abī Bakr ibn al-Faḍl).
12 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:300.
13 See Nawāzil, fols. 13, 14, 50, 58, 64, 66, 72, 93. In one instance (fol. 65), Hinduwānī is cited transmitting a narra-
tion of Ibn Masʿūd through ʿ Alī ibn Aḥmad through Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl. This appears to be another Ibn al-Faḍl, a 
ḥadīth scholar, most likely Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl ibn Khidāsh ibn al-Mughīra al-Juʿfī al-Bukhārī, then Balkhī. He is 
reported to have transmitted from Yaʿlā ibn ʿ Ubayd (d. 210/825) (Tārīkh al-Islām (Bashshār), 6:188; ʿ Alī ibn Hibatillāh 
ibn Mākūlā, Al-Ikmāl fī Rafʿ al-Irtiyāb ʿan al-Mu’talaf wa ’l-Mukhtalaf fī ’l-Asmā’ wa ’l-Kunā wa ’l-Ansāb, Beirut: Dār 
al-Kutub al-ʿIlmiyya, 1st Ed. 1411/1990, 2:427). The same Yaʿlā also occurs in Hinduwānī’s transmission, and therefore 
Ibn al-Faḍl here refers to the other namesake.
14 However, see section on Samarqandī’s “Teachers” in Chapter 1 of the study.
15 See Nawāzil, fols. 30, 48.
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ibn al-ʿAbbās the Martyr,1 and the sons were Abū Aḥmad Naṣr ibn Aḥmad ibn ʿAbbās and Abū 
Bakr Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad ibn ʿAbbās.2 It is reported that for a hundred years prior to these 
two ʿ Iyāḍī brothers, Khurāsān or Transoxiana had not been able to produce jurists of their calibre 
in knowledge, understanding, and culture.3 We therefore have a match with the first name, Abū 
Aḥmad al-ʿIyāḍī, but not the other, unless there is a mistake somewhere and it has been changed 
from Muḥammad ibn Aḥmad, in which case it could be referring to the brother Abū Bakr.
Abū Suhayl
Although no other information was found on him, he is cited in the Nawāzil for an opinion, 
related through Abū Naṣr Ibn Sallām. 4
Aʿlī ibn Sulaymān 
In the Nawāzil, Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥya is cited as being informed by ʿAlī ibn Sulaymān of a report 
from Abū Yūsuf,5 which indicates that he was a scholar of the early third century. No other details 
could be found on him.6
Bakr ibn MuḤammad al-ʿAmmī 
He acquired his jurisprudence from Muḥammad ibn Samāʿa and then taught Qāḍī Abū Khāzim 
(d. 292/905).7 It would appear from this that he lived in the third century. He is quoted in the 
Nawāzil for his report about the ḥadīth scholar Muḥammad ibn Sinān (d. 271/884), who had 
trouble providing juristic guidance to a woman who inquired about a menstruation problem.8
Ghassān al-Qāḍī 
Not much could be found on him except that, as it appears in the Nawāzil, he would consult 
with Bishr al-Marīsī and ʿĪsā ibn Abān on juridical matters. This could have been either related 
to his post as qāḍī or because he studied under them.9 It can also be inferred from this that he 
lived somewhere in the middle of the third century, and this would make him a contemporary 
of Nuṣayr ibn Yaḥyā (d. 268/882), who also studied under ʿĪsā ibn Abān. He is most likely the 
father of Qāsim ibn Ghassān.10
Ḥasan ibn MuṬīʿ
He is cited several times in the Nawāzil for his opinions, sometimes through Muḥammad ibn 
Sahl.11 Nothing else could be found on him.
1 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:177–179.
2 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:36–37.
3 Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 4:10.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 23. 
5 See Nawāzil, fol. 43.
6 There is an Abū ’l-Ḥasan ʿAlī ibn Sulaymān al-Baghdādī al-Akhfash, but he died in 315/927 (see Siyar Aʿlām 
al-Nubalā’ (Risāla), 14:480), so he is a much later scholar and unlikely the one intended here.
7 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 55; Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, 1:383; Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 1:467.
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 23.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 56.
10 See following entry on Qāsim ibn Ghassān.
11 See Nawāzil, fols. 13, 17, 24, 45, 85, 92.
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Qāsim ibn Ghassān
He was a qāḍī as recorded by Dhahabī and Khaṭīb al-Baghdādī, who have transmitted reports 
from his father through him. In the reports, he refers to his father as “my father” and does not 
mention his name,1 which indicates that his father must have been well known. It could be sur-
mised from this that he was most likely Ghassān al-Qāḍī above. In the Nawāzil, Abū ’l-Qāsim 
al-Ṣaffār reports an exchange with him related to ḥajj,2 which indicates that he must have lived 
in the late third and early fourth centuries.
MuḤammad ibn al-Ḥasan al-Jūbiyārī
His name occurs in a chain of Samarqandī to Abū Yūsuf. ʿ Alī ibn Aḥmad transmits from him and 
he through Bishr ibn al-Walīd to Abū Yūsuf.3 The citation of him is through Abū Bakr al-Iskāf.4 
Although no other details could be found on him,5 this much suggests that he lived during the 
3/9th century.
MuḤammad ibn Jaʿ far
Although it is not clear who Samarqandī refers to by this name, it is most likely referring to 
Muḥammad ibn Jaʿfar ibn Ṭarkhān Abū Bakr al-Istarābādhī (d. after 360/971).6 Samarqandī 
always transmits his opinions through Muḥammad ibn al-Faḍl, who was most likely his student.7 
Ibn Jaʿfar then transmits throughout from Ibrāhīm ibn Yūsuf from Abū Yūsuf.8
MuḤammad ibn Sahl
He is cited in the Nawāzil in the transmission of Abū Bakr al-Iskāf from Ḥasan ibn Muṭīʿ.9 
Nothing else could be found on him.
Qutabī 
This is another name that occurs in the Nawāzil. It is most likely referring to Abū Muḥammad 
ʿAbdullāh ibn Muslim ibn Qutayba al-Dīnwarī (d. 276/889), a scholar of many sciences with 
a number of written works to his name.10 In the Nawāzil he is cited by Hinduwānī for a word 
definition and not for any juridical opinions.11
1 Tārīkh Baghdād, 15:487; Dhahabī, Manāqib al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa wa Ṣāḥibayhi, p. 17.
2 See Nawāzil, fol. 71.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 67.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 54.
5 No entry could be found on him in the main Ṭabaqāt works like Al-Athmār al-Janiyya, Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 
Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya; and Ibn al-Ḥinnā’ī’s Ṭabaqāt. An entry for Jūbiyār could also not be found in Muʿjam al-Buldān 
or Al-Ansāb, among other works. However, there are entries for Juwaybār but no scholar matching the same name. See 
Al-Ansāb, 2:127; Muʿjam al-Buldān, 2:191.
6 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 162. See also, Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:109.
7 See Nawāzil, fol. 14.
8 See Nawāzil, fols. 14, 49, 58, 66, 72, 93.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 13.
10 See Mīzān al-Iʿtidāl, 2:503; Dimashqī, Tawḍīḥ al-Mushtabah, 7:180; Al-Ansāb, 4:451–452.
11 See Nawāzil, fol. 57.
378
Sahl ibn Ḥabīb
He is cited for his transmission from the jurist Muḥammad ibn Salama in the Nawāzil,1 but no 
other details could be found about him.2
Saʿ īd ibn Khalaf 
He is cited for an opinion in the Nawāzil,3 but no other details could be found about him.
ṣāliḤ al-Jurayrī
He is cited for an opinion in the Nawāzil,4 but no other details could be found about him.
Shāzān ibn Ibrāhīm al-Baṣrī
He is the father of Qāḍī Abū Bakr Muḥammad ibn Shādhān, who was the deputy of Bakkār ibn 
Qutayba (d. 270/883),5 the qāḍī in the lands of Egypt. A collection of fatwās are attributed to 
him.6 He is cited a few times by Samarqandī for his fatwās.7 One of them is transmitted on the 
authority of Abū Bakr al-Iskāf.8 From this it can be ascertained that his death was somewhere in 
the early third century.
YaḤyā al-Warrāq
Not much information is found on him except that he is reported in the Nawāzil to have read 
to Khalaf ibn Ayyūb, indicating a teacher-student relationship with him and also that he most 
likely lived in the early second century. Samarqandī transmits the above details about him through 
Zakariyyā al-Ṭawīl, about whom not many details could be found either.9
Yūsuf ibn al-ʿ Āṣ (or ʿIṣām or ʿĀṣim) al-Samtī (or al-Taymī)
This is another name that appears with a lot of confusion among the manuscripts of the Nawāzil. 
The name occurs twice in a transmission from Muḥammad ibn Salama from him, once with the 
full name and in the other just as Samtī.10 In one of the citations, he visited Khalaf ibn Ayyūb 
and there was an exchange between them about greeting. Unfortunately, I was unable to locate 
any Samtī or Taymī scholars under those variant names. However, a Yūsuf ibn Khālid ibn ʿUmar 
al-Samtī (d. 189/805) is well known. He was one of the early students of Abū Ḥanīfa who Shāfiʿī 
also praised.11 Although it is possible that it is this Samtī who visited Khalaf, Ibn Salama died 
at eighty-seven which means he was born after this Yūsuf al-Samtī died. He could therefore not 
have related from him directly. 
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 24.
2 There is an Abū Muḥammad Sahl ibn Ḥabīb al-Anṣārī of Basra, but due the absence of a death date I cannot 
verify if he is the same person. See Ibn Ḥibbān, Al-Thiqāt, 8:292.
3 See Nawāzil, fol. 67.
4 See Nawāzil, fol. 13.
5 For Bakkār, see Ṭāj al-Tarājim, pp. 19–20; Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 1:233.
6 Al-Fawā’id al-Bahiyya, p. 83.
7 See Nawāzil, fols. 14, 54.
8 See Nawāzil, fol. 13.
9 See Nawāzil, fol. 43.
10 See Nawāzil, fols. 6, 45.
11 See Al-Jawāhir al-Muḍiyya, 3:627; Dhahabī, Manāqib al-Imām Abī Ḥanīfa wa Ṣāḥibayhi, p. 40.
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Zakariyyā al-Ṭawīl
In the Nawāzil, Abū ’l-Qāsim al-Ṣaffār transmits from him directly, and he in turn from Yaḥyā 
al-Warrāq. Hence, he only appears in a transmission and is not cited for his opinion.1
H. a dīt h Schol a r s Cit ed
Among the less-known ḥadīth scholars that occur within chains of ḥadīth transmissions in the text 
are Ḥammād ibn Zayd (d. 179/795)2; Hishām ibn al-Ḥakam al-Kūfī al-Kindī (d. around 190/806)3; 
Abū Aḥmad Ḥamdān ibn Dhi ’l-Nūn al-Sulamī al-Balkhī4; Yazīd ibn Abī Saʿīd (d. 131/748); Hārūn 
ibn Sulaymān al-Aṣfahānī (d. 265/878)5; Ibrāhīm ibn Sulaymān al-Zayyāt al-Balkhī; Muḥammad 
ibn Sinān al-Baghdādī (d. 271/884)6; and Layth ibn Abī Sulaym (d. 138/755)7; Abū ’l-Ḥasan Zayd 
ibn al-Ḥubāb al-ʿUkalī (d. 203/818).8
1 See Nawāzil, fol. 43.
2 Ibn Qutayba al-Dīnwarī, Al-Maʿārif, 1:502; Khalīfa Ibn Khayyāṭ al-Shaybānī al-ʿUṣfurī al-Baṣrī, Tārīkh Khalīfa 
Ibn Khayyāṭ, Beirut: Mussasasat al-Risāla and Damascus: Dār al-Qalam, 2nd Ed. (1397/1976), 1:451.
3 This may refer to the notorious Hishām ibn al-Ḥakam the anthropomorphist Rāfiḍī. See Siyar Aʿlām al-Nubalā 
(Ḥadīth), 8:471, 530; Lisān al-Mīzān, 6:194; Muʿjam al-Mu’allifīn, 13:148; Aʿlām, 8:85.
4 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 21:168; Lisān al-Mīzān, 2:356; Al-Thiqāt, 8:220.
5 See Muqbil al-Wādiʿī, Rijāl al-Ḥākim fī ’l-Mustadrak, Sana’a: Maktabat Ṣanʿā’ al-Athariyya, 2nd Ed. (1425/2004), 
2:354.
6 Hadiyyat al-ʿĀrifīn, 2:18.
7 Tārīkh al-Islām (Tadmurī), 8:524.
8 Aḥmad ibn Yaḥyā al-Balādhurī, Ansāb al-Ashrāf, Beirut: Dār al-Fikr, 1st Ed. (1417/1996), 11:269; Ibn Khayyāṭ, 
Tārīkh Khalīfa Ibn Khayyāṭ, 1:471; Ibn Qutayba al-Dīnwarī, Al-Maʿārif, 1:517.
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